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lament as a matter of deepest conviction. But we 
are moved to consider the matter more closely 


© Sermon On Romans 16, 17.18 


Dr. F. Pieper 


“Now I beseech you, brethren, mark them 
which cause divisions and offenses contrary to the 
doctrine which ye have learned; and avoid them. 
lor they that are such serve not our Lord Jesus 
Christ, but their own belly; and by good words 
and fair speeches deceive the hearts of the simple.” 
— Romans 16, 17. 18. 


When we look about among those who profess 
themselves Christians, we see especially one dis- 
turbing thing: their division. They who one and 
all name themselves after Christ are split into a 
number of camps which fight against each other. 
This circumstance is rightly deplored on all sides 
as an evil and regarded as doing great harm to the 
Church and the world. We, too, join in this 


when we hear and read the accusation that just we 
Lutherans of the Synodical Conference also cause 
and maintain division by our church’s position, 
namely, by demanding adherence to all parts ot 
Christian doctrine and by not cultivating church 
fellowship with those who teach otherwise. We 
reject the accusation that is raised against us as 
unjust and on the contrary maintain most de- 
cidedly that the effect of our church’s position 1s 
not to divide, but to gather and unite. Who is to 
decide in this controversy? God’s Word! The 
Word of God clearly answers and decides all 
questions which are to be answered and decided 
until Judgment Day. This is true also as re- 
gards division within the Christian Church. All 
of Scripture is full of instruction on this point. 
In our text we have — 
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The Apostle’s Instruction Regarding Division 
in the Christian Church 


We shalt emphasize three points in this in- 
struction : 


I. How Division Arises; 
H. How tt Is to be Judged; 
lif, How It Is to be Removed. 


We shall first of all take something out of our 
text for our comfort, For our text reminds us of 
the fact that division in the Church is nothing new. 
If we have to deplore division and suffer under it 
in our day we should not think that we are exper- 
iencing something unusual, The bane of division 
existed also in the Apostolic Church and under 
the eye of the Apostle. When the Apostle, after 
a detailed exposition of Christian doctrine, finally 
still admonishes the Roman congregation urgently 
to keep an eye on people who cause division, and 
“gives the direction to isolate such people, he is 
not fighting a strawman, but actually present dan- 


gers, and things that had already become fact at 
other places. 

Before all else, however, the Apostle instructs 
us with regard to the important point as to how 
or whereby division in the Church arises. He 
says: “Mark them which cause division beside the 
doctrine which ye have learned.” Division ac 
cordingly is caused, it arises, when people step up 
in the Christian Church who teach something “be 
side,” that is, something different from, Christ's 
Apostles; when they speak something other than 


Christ’s Word and gain adherents for it. That is 
plain from the nature of the Church. The Chris” 


tian Church here on earth is a most singular do- 
main, thoroughly different from the kingdoms of 
this world. The different kingdoms of this world 
have various rulers and laws and accordingly are 
governed differently. The Christian Church here 
on earth is the kingdom of no man, but Christ's 
kingdom and throughout all lands and time until 
the Last Day has but exe ruler, and but one law of 
the realua by which it is directed and accordingly 
ruled. This is Chrisi’s Word, the Word which 
He has given to His Church by His Apostles and 
prophets. There ig no room in the Church fora 
word beside that and for a rule beside that 
Christ says of His Church: “If ye continue in 
My Word, ye are My disciples indeed,” and that 
holds not only for the time during which Christ 
walked on earth, but for the Church of all times 
and all places until the Last Day. In His high- 
pricstly prayer Christ describes His Church as 4 
communion of people who would believe in Him 
through the Word of the Apostles, John 17, 20. 
St. Paul depicts the Church as a house which is 
built on the foundation of the Apostles and 
prophets, Eph. 2, 20, and says of his own ac- 
tivity as a teacher: “I will not dare to speak of 
any of those things which Christ hath not 
wrought by me” Rom. 15, 18. St. Peter estab- 
lishes the principle for afl teaching in the Church: 
“Tf any man speak, let him speak as the oracles 
of God," 1 Pet. 4, 11. The unity of the Christian 
Church despite all difference of circumstances, 
times, peoples, and tongues consists in its holding 
fast to the Word of Christ, and its division con- 
sists in its departing from that Word. In order 
to preserve this umity and to guard against divr 
sion, the Apostle Paul therefore, wherever he 
might be, sends the message and the admonifiot 
to congregations and their teachers in no case {0 
“teach differently,” but to hold fast without wav 


ering to the form of wholesome words which they 


have learned from the Apostles. From Athens 
he writes to Thessalonica: “Hold the traditions 
which ye have been taught, whether by word o | 
our Epistle,” IZ Thess. 2, 15. He left Timothy’ 
behind at Ephesus that he might charge some 
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that they “teach no other doctrine,” 1 Tim. 1, 3. 
From Corinth he writes to Rome: “Avoid those 
who teach otherwise !,” Rom. 16,17. From Rome 
he writes to Galatia and rebukes the Galatians 
because they have permitted themselves to be 
turned away from the Gospel to another which 
is not ancther, Gal. 1, 6ff. And returning from 
Europe to Jerusalem, he calls the elders of the 
congregation at Ephesus to Miletus and warns 
them against people who would arise from their 
own midst, speaking perverse things, to draw away 
disciples after them, Acts 20, 298. 

From this it is clear upon whom the blame falls 
for division in the Church when doctrine comes 
into question. It falls not upon those who hold 
immovably fast to the doctrine of the Apostles, 
but always upon those who depart from it and 
teach differently. Now, we Lutherans of the 
Synodical Conference are certain of this and have 
proved it before the world that our doctrine, par- 
ticularly also with regard to the points drawn into 
controversy, is not our own word, but the Word 
of God, We could and we can in all points lay 
the finger on God’s Word and say: “Thus it is 
Written.” It is a complete perversion of the lan- 
guage of Scripture when it is asserted that we 
cause and maintain division in the Church by our 
jasistence upon the pure, unadulterated doctrine 
of God’s Word. Especially in our time “aca- 
demic freedom” is claimed. There is academic 
freedom within a state, because it is not the busi- 
hess of the state to teach and to rule the Christian 
Church. But there is no academic freedom in the 
Church, because in the Christian Church everyoue 
who steps up as a teacher is in accordance with 
the command and ordinance of God to speak God's 

Vord, Whoever claims academic freedom for 
himself in the Christian Church, thereby lays claim 
‘o the right to create division in the Christian 
Church and to put himself up alongside of Christ 
and contrary to Christ as a head and ruler in the 
Church, 

However, with this we have already come to the 
second point concerning which we wanted to per- 
mit ourselves to be instructed by the Apostle Paul, 
Namely, how division is to be judged. 


II 
_ In our day, self-contradiction exists in the 
Judgment of division in the Christian Church. 
N the one hand, division is deplored, and it is 
~ ughtly —- emphasized how much more the 
vistian Church could accomplish if it were not 
“vided, but wholly united also externally. On 


the other hand, however, men largely also talk as 
though division were not of great importance, 
yes, as though it were something good, and in- 
tended by God. 


I’very church is supposed to have 


its special gifts and advantages. That is a false, 
human opinion. The Apostle’s judgment reads 
different. He says: “Mark them which cause di- 
visions and offenses contrary to the doctrine which 
ye have learned.” He does not call division some- 
thing good nor even only something indifferent, 
but an offense. Already the mere fact of division 
is an offense to the world and to weak Christians. 
The world excuses its unbelief by it, and weak 
Christians become confused in their belief. The 
offense becomes all the more apparent when we 
add to this that division has originated through 
departure from the doctrine of Christ. To teach 
a doctrine different from the Word of Christ is a 
slap in the face of Christ who wants to teach and 
rule the Church alone through His Word. To 
teach a doctrine other than the Word of Christ is 
also a slap in the face to Christians, whose honor 
and glory as Christians consists in this that they 
are not subject to the word of man, but alone to 
the Word of Christ. And finally also: To teach 
a doctrine other than the Word of Christ can al- 
ways be done only to the harm of souls. Life and 
death are always in the balance in such a case. 
The word of men, however well it may be in- 
tended, can never save a humanity lost in sin. 
God’s Word alone can do that. Every word of 
man in the Christian Church is like grass, and its 
glory like the flower of the grass. The grass 
withers, aml its flower falls away. It matters not 
that men imagine that they can by iheir “concep~ 
tion” or “development” or “supplementing” of 
Christian doctrine enlighten the whole world. 
Only God’s Law, taught without emasculation and 
without human addition, makes a truly poor 
sinner of aman. Only Goa’s Gospel, proclaimed 
without admixture of works of the Law, begets 
faith in Christ, bestows the greatest treasure here 
on earth, the certainty of faith and salvation, and 
affords the strength and desire to walk the narrow 
way to eternal life. Every alteration of the Gos- 
pel through admixture of human works, whether 
they be called merit outright or even only proper 
conduct, is poison and death unto spiritual life. 
It sets itself between men and the grace and sal- 
vation procured for them by Christ as a hindrance, 
a trap, an offense. That is the reason for the 
jealousy of the Apostle when he declares a curse 
upon all such as teach the Gospel differently from 
what he taught it, Gal. 1, &. 


But are there no Christians at all in the church 
bodies which do not in all matters abide by the 
Word of the Apostles? Do we condemn all, do 
we deny salvation to all, who in any matter denart 
from the Word of God? Such an opinion is at- 
tributed to us, but unjustly. We know from the 
Word of God that there is such a thing as erring 
from weakness in certain doctrines amid which 
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Christianity can continue to exist if a man in his 
heart is a poor sinner and trusts alone in Christ 
as his Savior. Thus many participate in external 
division while their heart still clings to Christ. 
We think of the two hundred men who, summoned 
from Jerusalem, followed Absolom and knew noth- 
ing of his evil business, IZ Sam. 15, 11. The 
Apostle also points to this fact in our text when 
he speaks of “the hearts of the simple’ who are 
misled by the “good words and fair speeches” of 
those who cause division. But despite all of this, 
division remains an offense. God wants no other 
teaching in the Church than that of His Word, and 
fellowship with those who teach differently is di- 
vinely forbidden bad company and a constant peril 
to souls. 


ul 

Who will give us a means, a thorough-going 
means, for the removal of division? Who will 
show us the way to stem this offense of division 
among Christians? The Apostle indicates that 
means. This means is as simple as it is thor- 
oughly effective. He says: “Mark them which 
cause divisions and offenses contrary to the doc- 
trine which ye have learned, and avoid them!’ 
When people arise within the Christian Church 
who teach something else than God’s Word and 
who will not be corrected, then Christians are not 
to follow such people, but are to isolate them ; they 
are not to make common cause with them, but to 
avoid them. This method, prescribed by God, 
works, If Christians had from the very begin- 
nung and at all times followed this simple and clear 
direction of God, then there would be no division 
in Christendom, but all Christendom would be 
perfectly agreed. Where no buyers are, there can 
be no market. The division caused by Arius in 
the fourth century would not have arisen if the 
Christians of that time had in accordance with 
God’s direction avoided Arius, who denied the 
eternal deity of Christ, instead of adhering to him. 
The offense at Rome would not have come into 
being and would not have spread over the whole 
world if Christians had avoided as an abomination 
the pope, who under Christ’s name by his own 
word arrogated his own rule unto himself, and 
if they had given him his right title instead of 
calling him “holy father.” The division at the 
time of the Reformation would not have occurred 
if Christians had avoided Zwingli and his adher- 
ents, who did not abide by the words of our Lord 
Jesus Christ concerning Holy Communion and 
Baptism. There would be no division in the Lu- 
theran Church in America if Christians had re- 
mained aloof from those people who teach their 
own word concerning the Christian Church and 
the Ministry, concerning conversion and eternal 
election. In short, avoidance of those who teach 


differently than Christ’s Apostles, that is the 
simple and surely effective means prescribed by 
God for the removal of division within Christen- 
dom. According to God’s Word those who teach 
differently in the Christian Church do not under 
the sufferance of God arise for the purpose that 
one should adhere to them, but for the purpose 
that they be avoided. Thus the Apostle expressly 
inculeates: “There must be also heresies among 
you, that they which are approved may be manifest 
among you,” I Cor. 11, 19. This lesson must 
constantly be learned by Christians from God’s 
Word. But instead of following this divinely pre- 
scribed simple and effective way, ways invented 
by men are tried which only make evil worse. 
Especially is this way tried, that one lets another 
off from abiding by God’s Word in all doctrines, 
That is called wnity which according to God’s 
Word is division. 

Various objections are raised against the 
treatment prescribed in God’s Word of those who 
teach differently. It is said: People who do not 
abide by God’s Word in all matters, but teach 
differently, are certainly often learned, scholarly 
trained men whose honest intentions one can 
neither deny. One certainly has to respect the 
attainments and earnestness and good will of these 
people. Respect for these who teach differently 
— that is precisely the real signature of our time. 
This whole opinion is contrary to God’s Word. 
We look in vain in Holy Scripture for respect for 
those who teach differently. As concerns their 
scholarliness and attainments, the Apostle says: 
“Tf any man teach otherwise, and consent not to 
wholesome words, even the words of our Lord 
Jesus Christ, and to the doctrine which is accord- 
ing to godliness, he is a fool, knowing nothing,” 
1 Tim. 6, 3f. Such a one pretends a knowledge 
of divine things which he does not have at all and, 
deceiving himself, mistakes his ignorance for 
scholarliness. And as concerns noble motives, the 
Apostle says in our text of those who teach differ- 
ently: “They that are such serve not our Lord 
Jesus Christ, but their own belly.” By this it is 
not said that they are in all cases great gluttons 
and that they are living in gross sins of covetous- 
ness and of the flesh. But it is indeed said _here- 
with that they in all cases have in view not Christ, 
hut themselves; that they want to teach not 
Christ’s Word, but their own opinion; that they 
have in mind not the Christian Church, but their 
own glory or their own party. The Lord says: 
“He that speaketh of himself sceketh his own 
glory,” John 7,18. That is a mighty word which 
we should all well take to heart! Only in so far 
as one does not have his own interest at heart, 
but has a view alone to Christ and His Word is 
he also true and no unrighteousness is in him; 
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that is, he then also speaks God’s Word, and not 
his own word. 


But is not the avoidance of all who teach dif- 
ferently an unattainable, ideal condition? So 
men think; the Apostle thinks differently. The 
Apostle does not speak of an unattainable ideal 
which floats about and remains suspended in the 
air, but of a practice which can and should be 
carried through, when he admonishes Christians: 
“Mark them which cause divisions and offenses 
contrary to the doctrine which ye have learned; 
and avoid them!” — But one cries out: How can 
Christians — the simple Christians —- assuredly 
know those who teach differently, and distinguish 
between truth and error? It is just simple Chris- 
tians who can do this. Their Lord, who asks them 
to abide by His words, has also put the means 
to this end in their hands. Holy Scripture, the 
Word of the Apostles and prophets, is for Chris- 
tians not a collection of riddles, but a lamp unto 
their feet and a light unto their path. Christians 
can in their thoughts, in what they say, and in 
their judgment, err only then when they put the 
light of God’s Word under a bushel. When they 
use their light and what is their right, when they 
hear and heed their Lord’s words, they know the 
truth, and the truth makes them free from all 
servitude to the doctrines of men. The Lord ex- 
pressly says that His sheep know His voice. The 
voice of a stranger they do not know, however, but 
flee before him, John 10, 3-5. Let us only re- 
mind each other to let the Word of Christ dwell 
among us richly, that it will also make the foolish 
wise. 

Finally it is objected: But consider the result!; 
the result of removing division in this manner is 
certainly a very dubious one. One has to despair 
of the result when one looks at the past and when 
one scans the present. The result is not our 
business, but God’s, who has prescribed to us this 
method in order to create unity and to remove di- 
vision, But we need neither complain about re- 
sults. The effect of the Synodical Conference 
has not been to divide, but to gather. From the 
very beginning it was prophesied that we would 
perish, Within the last months this prophesy has 
been repeated. It shall not become true. We 
want to pray God particularly for two things, 
First, for humility. [t is not our work, but solely 
the grace of God, that we do not teach differently, 
Dut confess the Word of God. This humility 
should also be evident in all that we say and write. 
Although we have flesh about us, we should not 
fight carnally. We also do not want to treat 
everyone who casually errs as a false teacher. 


It is no wonder, Luther declares, that some- 
one occasionally has his own thoughts and per- 


haps makes a slip of language in these lofty things 
which are so foreign to us by nature. Luther 
makes such a confession of himself, and we are 
not going to hold back the same confession. But 
we should not follow our own thoughts, but im- 
mediately again reach for God’s Word and thereby 
stop all thoughts of our own and all false words. 
We should in humility help one another to this 
end. And then we want to pray God for grace 
that we may as well in sincere humility as with 
clearness and determination testify the doctrine of 
the Apostles and prophets and unveil and reject 
strange doctrine. Thus we strive in the right 
manner for unity in the Christian Church and for 
removal of harmful division. May that be granted 
by God the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, most 
blessed forevermore! Amen. 


(Opening sermon, by Dr. F. Pieper, 24th con- 
vention of the Ev. Luth. Synodical Conference 
of North America, Saginaw, Michigan, 1912; 
Proceedings, pp. 7-14.. Tr. by P. H. B.) 


© What Are You Going 
To Confess? 
This? 

“Scripture in numerous parables (and our 
Confessions in the Apology VII and VIII) 
teaches that unbelievers are mingled in the out- 
ward association of the assembly of Christians. 
However, they belong to the Church in the proper 
sense as little as the mud on the wheels belongs 
to the essence of the wagon. The local congre- 
gation as it appears is not the church, and the 
attributes of the church can be ascribed to the 
local congregation only by a figure of speech. 
However, love compels us to treat the local con- 
gregation as the church at that place.” — “The 
Doctrine of the Church: Submitted for Discus- 
sion” by Pres. J. W. Behnken, p. 10. 


Or This? 


“We know indeed that there are also hypo- 
crites in the orthodox visible church. Neverthe- 
less we must regard all members of the same as 
Christians if they confess the Christian doctrine 
and lead a godly life. This is demanded by love. 
But love does not demand that we declare all in 
heterodox communions. as Christians. They do 
not confess the pure doctrine. Love only demands 
the admission: There are Christians among you.” 
-— The confession of the Synodical Conference in 
an essay by Dr. Fr. Pieper on Unity of Faith, 
Proceedings of the 12th Convention, 1888, p. 11. 

P. H. Burepore. 


6 THE CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 


© Article VII of the Augustana 
With Special Reference to the 
“Satis Est” 


(Accepted by the Pittsburgh Pastoral 
Conference, October 6, 1948) 


The Augsburg Confession, especially in its 
twenty-one doctrinal articles, is essentially a con- 
fession of the Gospel way of salvation. It is 
neither a dogmatical treatise nor essentially polem- 
ical, but a brief, lively, and smoothly flowing dis- 
course on the divine way of salvation. The super- 

‘scriptions of these twenty-one articles are quite 
evidently an afterthought, breaking the smooth 
flow of connected discourse for convenience of 
reference. They are not found in the original 
German and Latin editions of the Book of Con- 
cord of 1580 and 1584. This fact must influence 
our reading of the Confession if we are to appre- 
hend it in its pristine beauty and force. Both the 
sequence and the contents of “Article V: Of the 
Ministry,” for instance, placed as it is between 
“Article IV: Of Justification” and “Article VI: 
Of New Obedience,” indicate that it was not 
written for the same purpose as Dr. Walther’s 
book on “Kirche und Amt.” In fact, if we were 
placing the titles in accordance with the theologi- 
cal terminology in common use among us today, 
we should probably entitle this article “Of the 
Means of Grace” and place it between the two 
articles on the Church and the two articles on the 
Sacraments. Its original place in the Confession, 
however, accords better with the purpose and line 
of thought pursued by the writer, and the title it 
bears does not belong to it as it was originally 
written. The above-mentioned views of the na- 
ture and purpose of the doctrinal articles of the 
Augustana are confirmed by an examination of the 
Seventeen Schwabach Articles (St. Louis Luther, 
XVI, 564-569, Document 874) which are the 
literary germ of the doctrinal articles. The 
Schwabach Articles are numbered, but have no 
superscriptions. 

These considerations must be applied also for 
the correct understanding of the two articles on 
the Church — Article VII: Of the Church; Article 
VIII: What the Church Is. Also these articles 
were not written to serve the same purpose as 
Dr. Walther’s book on “Kirche und Amt,” much 
less do they treat the subject of his “Wahre sicht- 
bare Kirche auf Erden,” but rather treat the 
Church from the same point of view as Luther 
does in his explanation of the Third Article: “in 
which Christian Church He daily and richly for- 
gives all sins to me and all believers.” In other 
words, these articles point out the place of the 
Church in the Gospel way of salvation. While 
the assertion, sometimes heard, to the effect that 


the confessors at Augsburg knew nothing of the 
distinction between ecclesia invisibilis and ecclesia 
visibilis, can hardly be maintained in the face of 
Luther’s reference to the ecclesia occulta eleven 
years earlier in the Leipzig Debate of 1519, we 
shall not only admit but triumphantly maintain 
that in the thought of the Reformers the great 
truth of the wa sancta so predominated that the 
so-called ecclesia visibilis and its divisions were 
relegated to the background. Thus Article VII 
of the Augustana speaks of the una sancta; noth- 
ing else. And Article VIII speaks of the “hypo- 
crites and evil persons mingled therewith” only 
in order to condemn the Donatistic heresy (at- 
tributed to our teachers by Romish slanderers) 
which held the means of grace administered by 
evil men to be inefficacious. The fundamentally 
practical drift of these articles and the avoidance 
of involved technical discussions is immediately 
evident. Would that it were equally so in our dis- 
cussions of the same subjects today! So far from 
being true is the accusation that “there is” (in the 
Missouri Synod) “an entire, yes, a complete and 
absolute ignoring of the doctrine of the una 
sancta,” that it is just the entire, complete, and ab- 
solute predominance of this doctrine in the consid- 
eration of the Church which has been most char- 
acteristic of our Synod from its beginning, and 
which still guards us against the aberrations of 
those who are now inclined to give undue import- 
ance to the matter of external fellowship. 


When we consider the Church, as the Augus- 
tana and Luther’s Small Catechism do, from the 
standpoint of its place in the Gospel way of sal- 
vation, then we think simply of the wna sancta, 
for that is the congregatio sanctorum. The con- 
sideration of church-bodies as they appear in the 
world and of problems of fellowship is also im- 
portant in its own place, but not on the plane on 
which the Augustana is here dealing with the 
Church. The Church in the improper sense, as a 
“corpus mixtwm, including not only the believers, 
but also hypocrites and unbelievers who are 
mingled with the true believers in the administra- 
tion and use of the Word and the Sacraments” 
(President’s Theses on the Doctrine -of the 
Church, p. 8), or the so-called “visible Church of 
God,” with its divisions and controversies, pre- 
sents many “problems,” such as the proper appli- 
cation to practice of the Biblical principles of 
church-fellowship, the offenses caused by the pres- 
ence of evil men in the outward fellowship and 
ministry of Christian congregations, etc.; but the 
“invisible” Church, or THEE CHURCH in the 
proper sense of the word, presents no “problem” 
at all, but is a simple revealed article of faith. It 
is of the latter alone that Article VIII of the 
Augsburg Confession treats. 
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“Defining the Church according to its ES- 
SENCE, the Article says: ‘The Church is the 
congregation of saints.” Nothing could be simpler. 
It says s‘Congregation’; not congregations or 
church-bodies. Not any congregation; but the 
congregation. Not a visible congregation ; but the 
congregation ‘of saints.’ (German: ‘Ail belieyv- 
ers’; Art. VIII: ‘All believers and_ saints.’)” 
Confessional Lutheran, July, 1946, p. 78. Then 
the Article proceeds to describe the marks by 
which the existence or presence of the una sancta 
is to be recognized. Still speaking of the in- 
visible Church it says: “in which the Gospel is 
rightly taught and the Sacraments are rightly 
administered.” In other words, “the congrega- 
tion of saints exists wherever the Gospel is rightly 
taught and the Sacraments are rightly admin- 
istered,” as Dr. Mueller states in his excellent ar- 
ticle, “Notes on the ‘Satis Est’ in Article VIT of 
the Augustana,” C. T. M., June, 1947. We can- 
not agree with the good doctor, however, when he 
regards the phrasing which he thus correctly in- 
terprets as “somewhat ambiguous.” In view of 
the purpose pursued by the Augustana in general 
and this article in particular, the phrasing could not 
mean anything else. The Article deals with the 
Church’s place in the way of salvation. The Holy 
Spirit in the Church, through the means of grace, 
“daily and richly forgives all sins to me and all 
believers,” and “adds to the Church daily such as 
should be saved” (Acts 2, 47), or, as Luther puts 
it in his explanation of the Second Petition: The 
Kingdom of God comes “when our heavenly 
Father gives us His Holy Spirit, so that by His 
grace we believe His holy Word and lead a godly 
life, here in time and hereafter in eternity.” The 
Holy Spirit’s activity in bringing someone to faith 
or adding someone to the Church is precisely the 
saine activity, is one and the same act. When by 
God’s grace I believe His holy Word of the Gospel 
[ thereby become a member of the holy Christian 
Church, the communion of saints. And the means 
whereby the Holy Spirit accomplishes this are 
“the pure doctrine of the Gospel and the Sacra- 
ments in accordance with the Gospel of Christ,” 
Apology, Art. VII, Triglotta, p. 227, 5. For in 
this connection the question of purity is not im- 
material. Faith is not engendered and sustained 
by false doctrine or human perversion of the truth. 
In other words, error, the denial of God’s Word, 
can neither bring a person to faith nor keep him 
in the faith. Hence the Augustana, keeping 
clearly in view its purpose of presenting the place 
and function of the invisible Church in the Gospel 
way of salvation, says: “in which the Gospel is 
rightly taught and the Sacraments are rightly ad- 
ministered.” For only so does the Church act as 
an agency of salvation. 


And now, since faith alone unites the believ- 
ers with Christ and with all other believers in one 
spiritual body, and since faith is engendered and 
sustained solely and only by the pure Gospel and 
the unadulterated Sacraments, our Confession 
continues: “And to the true unity of the Church 
it is enough (satis est) to agree concerning the 
doctrine of the Gospel and the administration of 
the Sacraments.” (German: “dass da eintraech- 
tiglich nach reinem Verstand das Evangelium ge- 
predigt und die Sakramente dem goettlichen Wort 
gemaess gereicht werden.”) And immediately, 
still in accord with the primary purpose of a clear 
and simple presentation of the Gospel way of sal- 
vation, the antithesis is added: “Nor is it necessary 
that human traditions, that is, rites or ceremonies, 
instituted by men, should be everywhere alike.” 
The Article closes with the Scripture proof from 
Iphesians 4, 5.6. The Romanists intruded these 
“human traditions, rites and ceremonies instituted 
by men” into the way of salvation, claiming that 
such rites are necessary to salvation. This claim 
our Confession repudiates, on the ground that such 
“human traditions, that is, rites or ceremonies, in- 
stituted by men,” can neither build up nor divide 
the spiritual Body of Christ. Only the divinely 
instituted means of grace, “the doctrine of the 
Gospel and the administration of the Sacraments,” 
can engender and preserve the spiritual unity of 
the members of the communion of saints: 

‘Lord, by the brightness of Thy light 

Thou in the faith dost men unite 

Of every land and every tongue; 

This to Thy praise, O Lord, our God, be sung.” 

(Lutheran Hymnal, 224 1; 
Lutherisches Gesangbuch, 134, 1.)° 


The antitheses is between Gospel and law as a 
way of salvation, between divine doctrine and hu- 
man traditions as a standard of spiritual unity. 
The former alone is necessary, and therefore 
enough; the latter when regarded as necessary 18 
disastrous. 

If I had been asked to discuss the attitude of 
our Confessions on church-fellowship, I should 
have had much more to say, and should have based 
my remarks on other portions of our Symbolical 
Books, especially the last paragraph of the 
Eleventh Article of the Formula of Concord, 
Triglotia, p. 1095, 95.96, And does not F. C., 
Epitome, Ch. X, Triglotta, p. 931, 7, sound like a 
commnetary on the ‘satis est? of the Augustana? 
Hear its words: “We believe, teach, and confess 
also that no Church should condemn another be- 
cause one has less or more external ceremonies not 
commanded by God than the other, if otherwise 
there is agreement among them in doctrine and 
all its articles, as also in the right use of the holy 
Sacraments, according to the well-known saying: 
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Dissonantia ieiuniti non dissolvit consonantiam 
fidei, Disagreement in fasting does not destroy 
agreement in faith.” But I was asked to present 
Article VIT of the Augustana with special refer- 
ence to the “satis est,” and that article does not 
treat of the requirements for church-fellowship 
among visible church-bodies, nor of visible church- 
bodies at all, but of the wna sancta and its place in 
the Gospel way of salvation. [deo sum excusatus. 


Watrace H. McLaucutiin, M.S. T. 


ON THE UNION FRONT 


a 


The Sheepskin Argument 


Some two hundred pastors, assembled at one 
of our District pastoral conferences last year, were 
treated by one of the Statementarians to the 
“sheepskin argument.” It ran, in substance, as 
follows: 

I-very pastor and member of our clergy has re- 
ceived a Seminary diploma (or its equivalent, in 
special cases) before entering upon his duties. 
The diploma states that its recipient is a fit and 
capable person to serve in the church, and to judge 
of various situations that may arise in his ministry 
and calling. Therefore: — One pastor, or group 
of pastors, dare never claim the right to question 
another (specifically in actions of praying, wor- 
shiping and consorting with the heterodox). 

So runs the “sheepskin argument.” It is per- 
haps the oddest curio to be placed in the museum 
of Statementarian sophistry during 1948. Our 
lay readers will have discovered the sophistry of it 
upon the first reading. 

In the history of the Church there has been 
much dissension, offense, schism, and_ heresy. 
These have not generally been instigated by the 
common folk who were not possessors of the 
sheepskin. 

The sheepskin argument is of the type that 
serves well to stave off criticism of such declara- 
tions as “We deplore the fact that Rom. 16, 17.18 
has been applied to all Christians who differ from 
us in certain points of doctrine’ and “Church 
fellowship is possible without complete 
agreement in details of doctrine and practice” (A 
Statement). We readily grant that the presenta- 
tion of such things is enhanced by a backdrop of 
sheepskin. 

What we need is less respect for sheepskin 
and more for the authority of the Word of God. 


A. L. C. Lutherans Tilt 


Within the American Lutheran Church they 
are still having controversy, if one might call it 


that, regarding Rom. 16, 17 and the principles of 
Scriptural interpretation, 


A writer in the Lutheran Standard of October 
25, 1947, did not like to see the words of Rom. 
16, 17 applied as they read. Under the heading 
“In the Spirit of Luther” he polished up the old 
Iowa Synod argument of the “Schriftganzes” (the 
“whole” of Scripture) and brandished it as fol- 
lows: “Against such perversion of the Scriptures 
and of freedom Paul protested, with glorious ef- 
fectiveness, in his Letter to the Galatians, the 
Letter which Luther called ‘his epistle’ and his 
‘wife.’ 

“And now to the point. This spirit of Luther 
and of Paul is needed in our day, needed in our 
dealings with ourselves and with others. The 
more the full truth of the whole Scriptures which 
center in the loving, forgiving, saving Christ, con- 
trols our attitude and action the more we shall be 
saved from the yoke of selfishness, lovelessness, 
narrowness, parochialness that so easily besets us. 
.. . If there is danger of our taking a Scripture 
passage (such as Romans 16:17) that deals with 
the exclusion of Christ-deniers from the Christian 
fellowship and, on that inch of Scripture, building 
an inverted pyramid that would restrain our 
people from so much as praying with fellow- 
Christians, we must throw off that yoke in the 
spirit of Luther — by taking our stand on the full 
Scriptures and their glorious teaching about the 
one holy Christian church . 2.” 


“Such Spirit-born courage and freedom, such 
a revival of the real spirit of Luther would greatly 
help us Lutherans in America in our relationships 
with one another and with our Christian brethren 
who do not bear the Lutheran name.” (P. 9.) 


This is the type of argumentation our Mis- 
sourian signers of A Statement have learned to 
serve up: Because Christians are free from sin in 
Christ, and because they are free from Old Tes- 
tament ceremonial laws in Christ, it is assumed 
that they may have freedom from the obligations 
of any law of the New Testament which happens 
to be in the way of some pet idea, Thus, because 
of the mistaken pet idea that we must make the 
Church of Christ a visible communion, Rom. 16, 
17 must be thrown overboard. This may all be 
given a pious veneer by appealing to “Scripture 
as a whole” and even “the full truth of the whole 
Scriptures.’ As for us, we shall continue, as in 
the past, with the Missouri Synod’s Brief State- 
ment, to get our doctrine from the words of Scrip- 
ture themselves, and not from some nebulous and 
shifty “whole of Scripture” compounded by theo- 
logians, astute or otherwise. If the above-men- 
tioned writer had looked at the words of the 
passage, he would have seen, as Luther did, that 


ed 
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it speaks of Christian-doctrine-deniers, not just 
“Christ-deniers.” 

Despite the Lutheran Standara’s blast at Rom. 
16, 17, several students at Wartburg Seminary ap- 
pealed to this passage in their letter to the Editor, 
published May 19, 1948, and reprinted in the 
Confessional Lutheran, 1948, p. 87. 


Students Rebuked 


The Lutheran Standard of June 26, 1948, 
brought a vituperative rebuttal of the students’ 
confession against unionism. It was presented by 
a pastor as the statement of a layman friend, and 
concluded with the sentence: “To these sentiments 
let me add my hearty ‘Amen’.” P. 3.) This 
letter accused the students of “misuse of the 
facts,” “sin against the Eighth Commandment by 
constantly suspecting the motives and words of 
other Christians,” and put them under suspicion 
of “loveless attitudes” and “loveless pride.” 

The July 24 issue of the same journal con- 
tained some more sentiments in the same direction 
by the same churchman, all to the effect that 
“doctrines” of the Bible are supposed to be only 
“the cardinal truths of the Gospel,” which have 
“gained the general assent of evangelical Christen- 


dom.” (P. 3.) 


A Good Interpretation 

Then there was a ray of light. 
Standara’s Question Box Editor, 
was asked the question: “Please 
16:17, 18.” (July 31, 1948, p. 3.) The answer is 
quite sound, as is most of what Pastor Emch 
writes. It vindicates the Wartburg students 
mentioned above; however, without referring to 
them. We reprint the interpretation: 


The Lutheran 
Pastor Emch, 
explain Rom. 


“The verses you refer to are thus translated in 
the Revised Standard Version: ‘I appeal to you, 
brethren, to take note of those who create dissen- 
sions and difficulties, in opposition to the doctrine 
which you have been taught; avoid them. For 
such persons do not serve our Lord Christ, but 
their own appetites, and by fair and flattering 
words they deceive the hearts of the simple- 
minded.’ God certainly wants us to be united in 
the truth, the whole truth, as it was taught to the 
early Christians at Rome, and as we have it today 
in the revealed, written Word. ‘Sanctify them 
through Thy truth; Thy word is truth,’ John 
17:17, is the prayer of Jesus for His disciples. 
‘The truth shall make you free,’ John 8:32. The 
truth saves, but all error tends to lead astray. 
This underlies the Bible’s emphasis on holding 
truth and avoiding error. 


“Truth is one; it is a unit, and it unifies. 
Errors are many, and they lead to divisions. 


Many well-meaning people counsel that these 
errors be overlooked and ignored. The apostle, on 
the contrary, appeals to us that we take note of 
those who teach contrary to the truth and, if need 
be, avoid them lest we encourage them in their 
error and become partakers of their guilt. 

“Yo enforce his earnest warning, St. Paul de- 
scribes these false teachers and tells us of the 
subtle method which they employ to carry out their 
design. They ‘do not serve our Lord Christ,’ they 
serve ‘their own appetites.’ (Greek, their own 
belly.) Their interests are not the glory of 
Christ and the advancement of His kingdom; their 
interests are base, secular, and even carnal. ‘By 
fair and flattering words they deceive the hearts 
of the simpleminded,’ the innocent, trustful souls 
who are not on their guard. 

“In Acts 15:5 we read: ‘But there rose up cer- 
tain of the sect of the Pharisees which believed, 
saying, that it was needful to circumcise them, and 
to keep the law of Moses.’ Their claim was un- 
true, as the early church, led by the Holy Spirit, 
decided and ever taught. But it shows that Chris- 
tians, ‘believers,’ may go astray and thus be error- 
ists in certain respects and therefore must be 
warned against and perhaps finally even avoided. 
All falsehood is sin, and it eats ‘as doth a canker.’ 

.” This is reminiscent of Lenski. 


A House Divided 


So the A. L. C. is a divided house on the issue 
of the interpretation of Rom. 16, 17.18. Those 
who personally hold to a proper interpretation are 
tolerated. Those who rule Rom. 16, 17. 18 out of 
the picture have nothing to worry about, for the 
body is saturated with the spirit of unionism, even 
of the World Council variety. It will not hurt in 
the least to let opposing opinions be heard occa- 
sionally. 

How far along this road is the Missouri Synod? 


Improving? 

Dr. Franklin C. Fry, President of the United 
Lutheran Church, addressed its 1948 convention. 
“The last twenty years, said Dr. Frey, have been a 
period of decline in Christian knowledge. No one 
can deny that our fathers knew the Word of God 
more intimately than we do, and there is an 1m- 
minent danger that our children’s acquaintance 
with the Scriptures will be even more blurred and 
feeble.” (The Lutheran, October 13, 1948, p. 4.) 


These words are earnestly and well spoken. 
We wish to point out one thing at this time. Cer- 
tain Statementarians solemnly assure us that there 
is a general improvement in Lutheranism. - The 
evidence is to the contrary. 
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The World Council — Another Note 


Dr. Harold L. Yochum reports in the Lutheran 
Standard of October 2, 1948, p. 4, concerning the 
World Council of Churches assembly at Amster- 
dam: “We experienced a modern miracle of divine 
grace.” 

Let’s look at the miracle. “THE MESSAGE 
TO THE WORLD OF THE FIRST AS- 
SEMBLY OF THE WORLD COUNCIL OF 
CHURCHES” is reprinted in Lutheran Herald, 
October 12, 1948, p. 954. We wish to call atten- 
tion to only one feature of the MESSAGE: It 
makes no mention of the Atonement of Christ or 
of the authority of Scripture, to say nothing of 
other fundamental doctrines. 

Where were the “world Lutherans” who were 
going to make their “voice heard’? Where’s the 
miracle ? 


A. V. ICuster. 


@ Review of Publications 


The Union Documents of the Evangelical Lu- 
theran Church with a Historical Survey of 
the Union Movement, Augsburg Publishing 
House, 425 S. Fourth Street, Minneapolis 
15, Minnesota. Price 75 cents. 


This is a book of church-historical value. It 
leads us back into the time of the great union 
efforts of the various church bodies of Scandinav- 
ian Origin in our country, especially the period 
from 1905 to 1917. In the first part of the book 
a brief history of the union negotiations is given 
on 27 pages. The second part of the book con- 
tains the basic union documents, the third part sup- 
plementary stipulations, and the fourth miscellan- 
cous documents. The Chicago Theses imbedded 
in this last part must not be confounded with the 
Intersynodical Chicago Theses which were adopted 
by the Iowa Synod and the Buffalo Synod in 1928 
but rejected by the Missouri Synod. 

It is selfevident that those who are opposed to 
any union without true unity in faith and doctrine 
will apply a different standard to the contents of 
this book from those who regard external union 
in the Church of higher value than pureness of 
doctrine. In this respect the theses on the Call, 
Conversion and Election are of special interest 
to us, because in them the doctrinal differences are 
touched upon which to this day have not yet been 
settled between the American Lutheran Church 
and the Synodical Conference. 

While leading theologians of the Norwegian 
Synod, after fruitless deliberations which lasted 
for years, finally declared themselves in full agree- 
ment with the formulation of the doctrinal plat- 


form presented in the Madison Agreement, a 
minority still objected to it. The objection of the 
minority that in these theses the old differences 
were not settled but only veiled was well taken. 
Let us try to lift the veil and we shall see the old 
differences as they have ever existed. The 
stumbling block is hidden in the theses on the 
Call. On p. 32, III, 6 we read: “When God calls 
by His Word He at the same time bestows powe1 
to accept grace.” These words would be right 
if they were meant as a description of conversion, 
as the Lutheran Formula of Concord says, “Con- 
version is such a change through the operation of 
the Holy Ghost in the intellect, will, and heart of 
man that by this operation of the Holy Ghost man 
can accept the offered grace.” (Conc. Trigl., p. 
913.) But in the theses on the Call it is said that 
power to accept grace is bestowed on the still un- 
converted man who hears the Gospel call, This is 
also clear from the explanation of these words on 
p. 33, 6, c where it is said of the one called that he 
now “by virtue of the offered grace through the 
drawing of God’s spirit and because of the power 
which now through the call operates on him, has 
full opportunity and real possibility to be con- 
verted, or can convert himself,” etc. So there 
can be no doubt that this power of which thesis 6 
speaks is a power bestowed on natural man before 
he is converted. But how about the will of natural 
man at this stage? Is he willing to use this power 
which is said to be bestowed on him? It is evi- 
dent that at this point everything depends on the 
will of man, whether or not he is willing to use 
that power, And to make conversion as well as 
non-conversion dependent on the will of natural 
man is teaching synergism, because in that case 
conversion would be the result of the operation of 
the Holy Spirit plus the willingness of natural 
man. But there is no power to accept grace be- 
stowed, on natural man before his conversion. 
Nor would there be any willingness in him to use 
such power before he is converted. This whole 
scheme to uphold at any price man’s “responsibility 
in relation to the acceptance or rejection of grace” 
(p. 39, 4) is futile. Man is certainly responsible 
for his rejection of grace, as is rightly stated p. 38, 
10. But to state that he is also responsible for 
the acceptance of grace because power was be- 
stowed on unconverted man to accept grace is con- 
trary to the Scriptural doctrine of the condition of 
fallen man whose heart is not only spiritually dead 
but also hostile and rebellious against God watil it 
is changed in conversion into a willing heart. 


Likewise the statement that the opportunity and 
possibility are equally great for all who are called 
whether they heed the call or not (p. 33 c) is false 
doctrine. Our Savior tells us Matt. 11:21-23 that 
the cities of Chorazin, Bethsaida, and Capernaum 
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had a greater opportunity for repentance than the 
cities of Tyre, Sidon, and Sodom. The whole 
conception of conversion as presented in the Nor- 
wegian Union Theses constitutes the old synergism 
of Dr. Stellhorn’s type which was losing ground 
more and more in the former Ohio and Iowa 
Synods and was finally supplanted by a new mode 
of teaching which distinguishes between one kind 
of resistance (natural resistance) which the Holy 
Ghost is said to overcome without any assistance 
on the part of man and another kind (wilful re- 
sistance) which the Holy Ghost is said to be un- 
able to overcome and which therefore always frus- 
trates conversion and renders it impossible as long 
as this “unnecessary and uncalled-for conduct” 
lasts. This newer theory is very plainly im- 
bedded in the Intersynodical Chicago Theses. 

The minority of the Norwegian Synod did well 
not to accept a presentation of the doctrine of the 
Call and of Conversion according to which conver- 
sion or non-conversion are made dependent on the 
question whether or not natural man will use a 
power which is said to be bestowed on him before 
he is converted. Ifor no man has power to accept 
the offered grace until he is converted. 

An error in the doctrine of conversion in- 
evitably affects the doctrine of predestination also. 
The false distinction between two kinds of resist- 
ance in the Iowa Synod led to a new mode of 
teaching predestination or election. This new 
mode of teaching did not materially alter the origi- 
nal Iowan conception of predestination as the real- 
ization of God’s eternal universal will of grace. 
But while predestination was formerly defined as 
the election of those whose faith God had seen 
from eternity, Dr. Geo. Fritschel’s definition of 
predestination as the realization of the universal 
eternal will of grace as seen from the standpoint of 
time now gained more and more ground, first in 
the Iowa Synod. In this conception of predesti- 
nation the decision whether or not God’s universal 
will of grace is realiged depends on the kind of 
resistance which man offers to divine grace. The 
intuitu fider theory was in distinction from the 
newer mode of teaching thought of as presenting 
predestination from the standpoint of eternily, a 
mode of teaching which was no longer recom- 
mended, although not rejected as false doctrine. 
It took the Iowans a long time to convince Ohioans 
of the advantage of this newer mode of teaching 
predestination. In the Intersynodical Chicago 
Theses the Ohioans still went on record declaring 
that they adhered to the doctrine of election intuity 
fidei. But after the merger with Iowa the Ohioan 
wing of the American Lutheran Church also 
swung over to the Iowan doctrine of election 
as the realization of the universal will of grace 


looked upon from the standpoint of time, as the 
A. L. C. Declaration plainly shows. 


The Madison Agreement knows nothing of 
election as the realization of God’s eternal will of 
grace as viewed from the standpoint of time. 
This document presents two modes of teaching 
predestination side by side and as having equal 
rights in the Church. One is the doctrine of pre- 
destination as set forth in the eleventh article of 
the Formula of Concord, which is printed in full. 
The other is the so-called intuitu fidei theory of 
some of the later Lutheran dogmaticians, which 
Pontoppidan, one of the outstanding Norwegian 
dogmaticians, had also adopted. He defines clec- 
tion in these words: “God has appointed all those 
to eternal life who He from eternity has fore- 
seen would accept the offered grace, believe in 
Christ, and remain constant in this faith unto the 
end,” a formula which has often been used in the 
Church to hide synergism. 

To this we say in the first place: Even if the 
best possible construction 1s put on the statement 
that God has elected those of whom He foresaw 
that they would accept the offered grace ,etc., that 
is, if every false conception of conversion is 
eliminated, even in that case this statement is 
never the Scripture doctrine of election or predes- 
tination. The Formula of Concord says after 
enumeration of the well-known eight points: “all 
this, according to Scripture, is comprised in the 
doctrine concerning the clection of God to adoption 
and eternal salvation and is to be understood by it, 
and never excluded nor omitted when we speak of 
God’s purpose, predestination, election, and ordi- 
nation to salvation.” (Conc. Trigl., p. 1070.) 
Lutherans who have from their heart subscribed to 
this statement can never with a clear conscience 
accept as the doctrine of predestination a short 
statement which studiously omits essential features 
of the revealed truth. Even if the statement is not 
in itself false, it is not the Scripture doctrine of 
predestination. 

But the case is much worse when this state- 
ment is presented as the doctrine of predestination 
in connection with the synergistic idea that God 
bestows upon natural man power to accept the of- 
fered grace so that he can convert himself. We 
thank God to this day that He granted grace to 
our Norwegian brethren to stand firm against this 
union without true unity of faith and doctrine, 

Space does not permit us to enter into a dis- 
cussion of other disputed points of doctrine which 
need further elucidation. For instance the differ- 
ence in the doctrine of Absolution cannot be con- 
sidered completely and definitely settled unless a 
declaration concerning objective justification is 
added such as was at the same time heatedly dis- 
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puted: among Scandinavian church bodies. As-to 
the chapter on the Lay Ministry in the-Church; it 
is not easy for outsiders who are not sufficiently 
acquainted with the background of.the differences 
to form an opinion. In the book Grace for Grace 
Pastor Lillegard quotes a declaration-of Pres. H. 
A. Preuss made in 1867 which says in part: 
“Tielsen’s activities in the first period /could have 
been justified, if he had taught pure, sound Lu- 
theran doctrine. But it is his greatest sin that he 
has never done this, but much rather has opposed 
and persecuted orthodox teachers and congrega- 
tions. If he had been concerned only about ‘the 
salvation of souls, he would have: rejoiced. when 
able and orthodox laborers came into the fields 
where he of necessity had begun the work. Either. 
he would then have retired from the responsible 
work which he had undertaken ‘of his own accord; 
or he would have limited himself to the places 
where there was need, or, if he had been found 
capable of continuing in the work of the ministry, 
would have accepted a call from some individual 
congregation and admonished his followers to ad- 
here to the orthodox pastors and congregations. 
He tried by his errors, slanders, and palpable lies 
to keep his followers away from our synod, yes, to 
make the gulf between us greater and greater. He 
sought continually to gain more followers by 
forcing himself into our congregations,” ete. 
(Grace for Grace, p. 137.) This statement puts 
a somewhat different light on the matter. With- 
out this corrective the theses on the Lay Ministry 
in the’ Church as found on p, 28-30 might easily 
create the impression as though the rights and 
privileges of Christians as spiritual priests had 
formerly not sufficiently been respected in the Nor- 
wegian Synod, 

‘We recommend this hook for careful study 
especially to the younger generation of the Nor- 
wegian Synod which did not participate in the 
struggle that finally led to the separation of the 
minority. Those younger brethren may learn 
from it how justified the course of their elders was 
about three decades ago. 


As to the title of the whole book we cannot 
refrain from observing that that part of the Scan- 
dinavian Church which has recently chosen the 
name “The Evangelical Lutheran Church” is of 
course not really the Evangelical Lutheran Church, 


but only a section of it. The very title of the book 7 


may create the wrong idea as though the book con- 
tained union documents of the real Evangelical 
Lutheran Church, _ 

Of the Missourians who at the time of the 
struggle strengthened the faithful minority in its 
opposition to a false union Dr. Th. Graebner is 
still living. How different was his attitude at that 
‘time from what it is now when union with other 


church bodies-which disagree with ‘us in doctrine | 
and practise comes into question.’ Ef he was tight 
at that time, then he is certainly wrong now, . For 
these platforms which were in those-years recom- 
mended as doctrinal bases for union among Scan- | 
dinavian church bodies and those-which were. pre- 
sented to us are all of one cloth; ‘they all leave 
room for conflicting teachings. 


J. Buencer, 


@ What Our Readers Say 


“We are always waiting for the next issue 
of the Confessional Lutheran. May God continue 
to bless your work also unto the students of our 
seminary, where the waves of unionism are run- 
ning high.” —- Theological student, Concordia 
Seminary, St, Louis, Missouri. 


“I enjoy reading the Confessional Lutheran 
because the real concern of the editors seem to 
be to say what the Bible says, regardless of how 
this may sound to men.” —~ Pastor, Texas. 

“Your paper is getting better with each issue 
You have my good will and moral support. 1 trust 
that the message of your masthead will reap the. 
success which, by the grace of God, it must. — 
Idaho Pastor. 


“I wish our Lord’s continued blessing of the 
testimony of the Confessional Lutheran. 
Pastor, Arizona. 


“Enclosed, please, find a contribution to help 
support the Confessional Lutheran. May Go 
prosper your good work. I hope to see the oe 
when the Confessional Lutheran will be the i 
organ of the Missouri Synod, as it properly shou : 
be, since it so uncompromisingly and firmly pe 
sents and champions the unadulterated, orthodox 


doctrine of our church.’ — A University Profes- 
sor, 
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MOTTO: “Now I beseech you, brethren, by the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that ye all speak the same thing, sad 
ma tere be no jiivistons among you; but that ye be perfectly joined together in the same mind and in the same sudg- 
pe aoe 1 me pie 


We have no intention of yielding nught of the eternal, immutable truth of God for the anke of temporal peacé, 
trenguitity, and unity (which, moreover, iy not In our power to do). Nor would such peace and unity, since it is devised 
fate the trnth and for its suppression, have any permanency. Still less nre wo inclined to adorn and conceal » corrap- 
© of the pure doctrine and manifest, condemned errors. But we entertain heartfelt pleasure and Tove for, and are om our 
Mt sincerely inclined and anxious to advance, that unity according to our utmost power, by which His glory remains to 
od uninjured, nothing of the divine truth of the Moly Gospel is surrendered, no room is given te the lenst error, poor 
tindery axe brought to true, genuine repentance, raised up by faith, confirmed in new obedience, nnd thus justified and 
tornatty gayed alone through the sole merit of Christ.” —- Concluding Statement of the Formula of Concord concerning the 
Reguitements of Confessional Vellowahip among Lutherans of the Augsburg Confession. Trigl, Conc, p, 1095. 
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® Conquering Through the Word cost. They are the soul of our being, and the 

Stull ‘we desnond leaw. bads “and @i¥é our whole world is as dust in the balance against 
tam hguseciuaea: eo. e them. No matter what is to be paid for them, 

® to the reproach of generations to come, we must not hesitate to Jay down their redemp- 
She ‘the burden of the hour seems to us tion price. . 

‘y? God, in His mercy, forbid! If all The other grand lesson is, that their price is 
ders Bre ready to yield to despondency, and  yover paid in vain. What we give can never be 
Stal the struggle, we, children of the Refor- lost, unless we give too little. If we give all, 

ion, dare not. . we shall have all, All shall come back. Our 
wut struggle has taught two lessons, which purses shall be in the mouths of our sacks. We 

"st never be forgotten. : shall have both the corn and the money. But if 

One is, that the true and the good must be we are niggard, we lose all — lose what we meant 

ted at any price. We dare not compute their to buy, lose what we have given. 
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If we maintain the pure Word inflexibly at 
every cost, over against the arrogance of Rome 
and of the weak pretentiousness of Rationalism, 
we shall conquer both through the Word; but to 
compromise on a single point, is to lose all, and to 
be lost. 

C. P. Kraura, 
The Conservative Reformation, p. 21. 


© What Every Truthful Person 
Must Admit Concerning 
Romans 16, 17 


“The Lord has told us to ‘mark them which 
cause divisions and offenses contrary to the doc- 
trine which ye have learned and avoid them.’ Is 
it at all difficult for a Christian to know whom 
he is to avoid, of whom he is to beware, from 
whom he is to be separate? Every truthful per- 
son must admit it is not difficult at all. And yet 
man will speak as if this were difficult, but that, 


on the other hand, it were very easy to tell who 
is a true Christian and who is not, whereas the 
Bible tells us that it is impossible for us, and 
that God therefore does not demand of us to 
know in every case who is a true Christian and 
who is not. The Lord, the omniscient God, 
alone knoweth them that are His. But all who 
teach contrary to God’s Word are to be avoided, 
and we are to be separate from them. I care 
not how fair their speech and how good their 
words may be; I care not if they perform wond- 
ers and miracles, — if their teaching does not 
agree with God’s Word, we are to flee from 
them.” 

The above was published as the confession of 
the Lutheran Witness in 1928 (p. 126£) and is 
still the confession of our synod as well as our 
own confession. On the other hand, it is re- 
pudiated by the Lutheran Witness today and mili- 
tantly contended against hy its editorial staff un- 
der the misleadership of Dr. Theo. Graelner. 
We shall steadfastly cling to this confession, by 
the grace of God, and confidently defy any and 
all opposition to it, because it is Scriptural, and 
— every truthful person must admit this. 

P. H. Bureporr. 


© The St. Louis Seminary Faculty 
Declares Its Incompetency to 
Confess With Divine Certainty 
What Romans 16, 17{ Teaches 


In 1928 the Lutheran Witness gave us the 
following fine testimony concerning Romans 
16, 17: “Ts it at all difficult for a Christian to 
know whom he is to avoid, of whom he is to be- 
ware, from whom he is to separate? Every 
truthful person must admit it is not difficult at all. 
And yet men speak as if this were difficult.” 
(P. 126f.) The Lutheran Witness is edited un- 
der censorship of the faculty of Concordia Theo- 
logical Seminary, St. Louis, and until more re- 
cently every member of that faculty had to be 
reckoned among the truthful people who must 
admit that it is not difficult at all for a Christian 
to know whom he is to avoid according to 
Romans 16, 17. 

More recently that has changed. 

Since 1946 members of the St. Louis faculty 
must be reckoned among those men “who speak 
as if this were difficult.” In its publication, 
CHURCH FELLOWSHIP: OPINIONS BY 
THE FACULTY OF CONCORDIA SEMI- 
NARY, ST. LOUIS, MO.; MANUSCRIPT 
FOR COURSE IN DOGMATICS, CONCOR- 
DIA PUBLISHING HOUSE, 1946, an 
“opinion” on Romans 16, 17£ will be found (p. 
19f), the gist of which is contained in the fol- 


po cate teeny NT FO 
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lowing words: ‘We shall probably never be able 
to say with absolute certainty whether Paul is 
here issuing a general warning or is speaking of a 
special group, and if the latter is the case, what 
particular group he has in mind.” Thus the St. 
Louis faculty has since 1946 confessed its own 
Incompetency any longer to determine the true 
meaning of Romans 16, 17f (and students at our 
St. Louis seminary are apparently being taught 
in accordance with this confession of incom- 
petency). 

_ We know very well from their public expres- 
sions, that individual faculty members today hold 
various views concerning the meaning of Romans 
16, 17f. Some of these, for instance the public 
teaching of Dr. Theo. Graebner as contained in 
the Lutheran Witness, conflict with the clear 
Word of God and dare not be tolerated at all. 
Others may agree with Scripture. However, 
unless they are ready to disavow their consent to 
the (unionistic) faculty opinion which we have 
quoted (which God may graciously grant!) even 
such St. Louis professors as personally hold a 
correct view with regard to Romans 16 ,17f can- 
not urge their view as Scriptural. They have 
forfeited that right. Like the scribes and phari- 
sees of Christ’s time, they can no longer speak 
with authority in this matter, because they have 
admitted that whatever view they may hold lacks 
the seal of divine conviction wrought through the 
words of Rom. 16, 17f. It represents a mere 
academic persuasion, which can never be recog- 
nized as decisive in the strife that has been en- 
gendered and nurtured among us these years by 
such very departure from God’s clear and_re- 
assuring, absolutely certain Word as we are dis- 
cussing. Such men must step aside as men who 
have relinquished their right to speak the deciding 
word in any arbitration concerning the conflict 
which we are facing. 

The final decision in the Missouri Synod as 
to what this classic Scriptural passage on church 
fellowship and unionism, Romans 16, 17f, really 
teaches, must, according to the St. Louis faculty’s 
own confession, be left to others. We have no 
doubt as to what the decision will be. For the 
Missouri Synod has already rightly confessed 
itself with regard to this passage these one hun- 
dred years. And it is still full of truthful per- 
sons who must admit that it is not difficult at all 
for a Christian to know whom he is to avoid 
according to Romans 16 ,17f, namely, — all such 
as persist in teaching contrary to God’s Word. 

Will that eventually include some of the mem- 
bers of the St. Louis faculty itself? 

P. H. Burcporr. 


The Futile Antics of the 
“Lutheran Witness” Concerning 
Romans 16, 17.18 


In its testimony concerning the true meaning 
of Romans 16 ,17£, the Lutheran Witness in 1928 
protested that “men will speak as . . . if it were 
easy to tell who is a true Christian and who is 
not, whereas the Bible tells us that it is impossible 
for us, and that God therefore does not demand 
of us to know in every case who is a true Chris- 
tian and who is not. The Lord, the omniscient 
God, alone knoweth them that are His. But all 
who teach contrary to God’s Word are to be 
avoided, and we are to be separate from them.” 
(P. 126f.) Somewhat earlier in the same year, 
the Lutheran Witness had adduced the celebrated 
words contained in the official confession of the 
Lutheran Church which used to stand at the mast- 
head of every issue of the Lutheran Witness, but 
which were removed from there in 1936 along 
with its previous truly Lutheran spirit: “ ‘Tt is 
not an easy matter to undertake to be separate 
from so many people and to teach a different 
doctrine.” We have placed that sentence at the 
top of the first page of the Lutheran Witness in 
order to testify to all that it is certainly no easy 
matter for us to undertake to be separate from 
so many people who call themselves Christians 
and MANY OF WHOM NO DOUBT ARE 
CHRISTIANS. But we have also added our 
reason for doing that which it is not easy to do: 
‘But here is God’s command, instructing every 
‘one to beware of joining hands with THOSE 
WHO TEACH ERROR’” (P. 113.) Such 
testimonies from earlier issues of the Lutheran 
Witness could be multiplied many times over, 
But why should they? What need is there of 
further witness that the Lutheran Witness once 
taught the above truth? ; 

Today the Lutheran Witness is contending 
for a false teaching concerning Romans 16, 17f. 
Contrary to God’s Word, it is demanding the 
impossible, namely, — the necessity to determine 
in every case who is an “un-Christian enemy of 
the Church” before applying Romans 16, 17f. 
The Lutheran Witness staff is repudiating its 
former confession that according to Romans 16, 
17 “all who teach contrary to God’s Word are 
to be avoided, and we are to be separate from 
them,” even though so many of these call them- 
selves Christians and many of them no doubt are 
Christians. On February 25, 1947, the Lutheran 
Witness formally announced that it now “in- 
clines” to the (false, modernistic) “notion” that 
Romans 16 ,17f “refers to un-Christian enemies 
of the Church who by deceitful tactics are trying 
to seduce Christians, undermining and frustrating 
the Christian message.” (P. 59.) 
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Such a move on the part of the Lutheran Wit- 
ness must prove wholly futile already in view of 
the agreement of its editors with the St. Louis 
faculty opinion of 1946, in which all members 
of that faculty, inclusivé of the editors of the 
Lutheran Witness, confessed their incompetency 
any longer to be able to determine with divine 
certainty the true meaning of Romans 16, 17f: 
“We shall probably never be able to say with 
absolute certainty whether Paul is here issuing a 
general warning or is speaking of a special group, 
and if the latter is the case, what particular group 
he has in mind.” No doubt, members of the 
Lutheran Witness staff imagined that they gained 
a signal victory in this agreement of a seemingly 
effete St. Louis faculty to such a unionistic, com- 
promising opinion, But they seem to have wholly 
overlooked that thereby they themselves gave up 
any right of their own to teach as absolutely cer- 
tain SCRIPTURE that St. Paul in Romans 16, 
17f is merely speaking of such a special group as 
“un-Christian enemies of the Church who by 
deceitful tactics are trying to seduce Christians” 
— a restriction imported into the words of God 
in Romans 16, 17£ which would be false in any 
case, for that matter, and which we therefore 
cannot and will not tolerate. 

What the Lutheran Witness staff does not 
seem to realize is its fatal self-contradiction. It 
can’t, as long as it holds to the faculty opinion of 
1946, contend for its “notion” as announced in 
1947 as for something of which it is absolutely 


certain by faith in God’s Word, not to forget its. 


truly Scriptural position of earlier days. It must 
once and for all choose one or the other of these. 
And, of course, the editorial staff of the Lutheran 
Witness, headed by Dr. Theo, Graebner, cannot 
hope to be permitted to use the pages of an offi- 
cial organ of the Missouri Synod to promote any 
other than the truly Scriptural position of that 
Synod itself, which was also confessed by the 
Lutheran Witness in former better days. Or — 
do these men really hope to impress anybody by 
their futile antics? 


P. H. Bureonorr. 


© A Short, Short Feature Article 


Some effrontery — Lutheran Witness, De- 
cember 28, p. 426, left top: “Lutheran Church 
Center, Washington”! 

Contributed by O. W. 


(Editorial Note: At the indicated place in 
the Lutheran Witness the reader will find a pic- 
ture of those “Participating in the Dedication of 
the Lutheran Church Center, Washington, D. C.” 
Included are Lutherans of nearly every descrip- 
tion — liberal Missourians, along with members 


of the clergy of the National Lutheran Council, 
etc. In 1918 Dr. Theo. Graebner, in a fine ar- 
ticle in the Lutheran Witness, p. 234, told us that 
unionism is a much simpler and more effective 
way of “starting a Church on the way to the 
spiritual morgue” than is the comparatively hon- 
est process of making an outright attack on one 
doctrine after another, which gives defenders of 
the truth a chance to fight radicalism on somewhat 
equal terms, and keeping this up until the spirit- 
ual life of the Church is dead. “The Unionist 
says : ‘Doctrinal differences are not necessarily di- 
visive. We may fellowship with those who still 
hold to the “essentials” of belief. We may admit 
them to our altars and into our pulpits. And 
though public sentiment in our church body is 
not yet sufficiently indifferent to doctrine to per-~ 
mit such practices, we may at least educate the 
people in the direction of Unionism by suggesting 
cooperation IN THE RELIGIOUS SPHERE 
with those who differ from us in doctrine.» - 
He that says A will have to say B and C and D, 
and so on through XK and Y and Z, which stands 
for confessional zero.” The Lutheran Witness 
staff, headed by Dr. Theo. Graebner, is today per- 
sistently misusing that official organ of the Mis- 
souri Synod to “educate” our people in the direc- 
tion of Unionism by suggesting cooperation m the 
religious sphere with those who differ from us in 
doctrine. The above is but one of many ¢x~- 
amples of such effrontery and offense which are 
glutting the pages of the Lutheran Witness to- 
day. In view of oft-repeated futile appeals in 
this matter to these, one is forced to wonder if 
responsible officials of the Missouri Synod, es- 
pecially its general presidium, are going to let 
this kind of thing go on until we have reached 
“confessional zero.” One wonders whether 
Article III of our synodical constitution, which 
sets forth its very object, is to be permitted to 
become a mere antiquated letter, deader than a 
door-nail. — P. H. B.) 


© A Signer Goes All the Way 


One of the Signers of the anti-Missourian 
(Chicago) “Statement” of 44 men, the false prin- 
ciples of which have since 1945 been causing 
public controversy and division in our church, 
has followed the rationalizations of that docu- 
ment to their logical conclusion and renounced 
his ministry in the Lutheran Church — Missouri 
Synod, 

This Signer says that he regards the Luther- 
an principle of subscription to the doctrine con- 
tained in the Confessions of our Church because 
it has been derived from God’s Word (Formula 
of Concord, Trigl. Conc., p. 855) as “blasphe- 
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mous.” He says that “the Missouri Synod’s 
fault in demanding unqualified subscription to the 
so-called ‘doctrines’ in the Lutheran Confessions 
stems from errors which he today believes to be 
basic to much of the unholy division within the 
body of Christ — throughout organized Chris- 
tendom and extending to religions other than 
historic Christianity.” 

More specifically, this Signer believes “the 
so-called ‘doctrines’ of ‘plenary verbal inspira- 
tion,’ ‘sola Scriptura,’ and the infallibility of any 
or all Scripture to be false and absolutely unten- 
able.” He does not hesitate to reject even “the 
usual Lutheran views on the atonement, means of 
grace, infant baptism, eternal torment, eternal life, 
original sin, free will,’ and says: “I believe all 
these doctrines, and others, need reinterpretation 
today.” Stating “that Christ probably never 
could have uttered the words “let him be unto 
thee a heathen man and a publican,” he declares 
Luther’s teaching of excommunication to be false, 
and says that what our Catechism sets forth in 
this matter is “plain blasphemy and_popery.” 
“One day the real churches of Christ will recog- 
nize, as many do today,” he says, “that excom- 
munications as practiced in the past are contrary 
to the whole teaching and spirit of Christ.” He 
regards prayer, defined as “God and man in com- 
munion,” as “the only means of grace,” and ex- 
claims: “How the Missouri Synod wastes its 
energies keeping people from making formal 
prayer in the same room together and. of its all- 
importance for Christian growth and sanctifica- 
tion! The purpose of life is union with God, 
not the union or disunion of organized churches.” 

Enlarging on the subject of Holy Scripture, 
this Signer says: “The theory of the infallibility 
of Scripture is, of course, psychologically the only 
thing tenable to many theologians because they 
do not dare to face the results in their respective 
church bodies if such a theory shall prove to be 
not true. Many such fears are due to uncon- 
scious idolatries. But the fears of fifty and one 
hundred years ago are no longer justified, for 
today there are many great Christians who accept 
Christ as the Incarnation of God and vicarious 
Savior and at the same time accept varying as- 
pects of higher criticism of the Biblical canon. 
Such Christians and such Christians alone can, 
in the Jong run, be really true to Christ, espe- 
cially to the Christ with them and to the witness 
of His Holy Spirit and can with Luther (and 
going beyond Luther) reject all Scripture which 
does not ‘honor Christ’.” 

For himself, this Signer concludes that “once 
this position has been wholeheartedly accepted 
and its full implications clearly seen and acted 
upon, a ‘quia’ or absolute subscription to any 
human confessions becomes absurd and a viola- 


tion of conscience,” and he says: “This is the 
position in which I find myself and therefore I 
am in conscience bound to withdraw from a 
body which I believe to be in tyrannical error and 
which would not tolerate me should I voice my 
convictions.” He adds: “T believe that Christian 
theologians who are not facing these issues are 
shamefully causing divisions and offenses in the 
real body of Christ, contrary to the clear teach- 
ing of Christ and Paul and all great apostles — 
and their errors should be marked and avoided.” 
He reiterates: “I, for myself, feel called upon to 
announce my convictions and leave Synod, rather 
than conceal my beliefs or wait for them to be 
found out and for the inevitable heresy trial that 
would result,” and he concludes: “Some day 
Christians will learn to judge Christianity if they 
judge it at all, not by professed beliefs, but by 
the manifestations of or absence of the fruits 
of the spirit within another: love, joy, peace, 
faith, courage, humility, justice, understanding, 
etc.” 

It is certainly a terrible thing to be assailed 
by Satan with such horrible doubt and unbelief 
as we must note above. If and when that hap- 
pens, a victim of such delusion should go to His 
Bible to become divinely reassured of the saving 
truth of God’s Holy Word, and he will not go 
amiss by seeking the counsel of trustworthy 
brethren in his plight. If such measures prove 
unavailing, honesty compels such a one to give up 
his claim to confessional fellowship with his 
former brethren. The only honorable course in 
such a case is renunciation of one’s former con- 
fessional ties. This course has heen taken by the 
Signer in question, and we must respect him for 
this. 

But — 


What of Other Statementarians? 

The Signer in question, having said that “there 
is no possibility of real Lutheran unity or real 
Christian fellowship (union is necessary) until 
the fundamental problems concerning inspired 
Scripture have been courageously faced,” goes 
on to say: “The ‘Statement’ of the 44 has, in my 
opinion, only begun to scratch the surface of what 
is wrong with Lutheran (especially Synodical 
Conference) teaching and practice.” He con- 
tinues: “The Chicago ‘Statement’ itself is not the 
product of complete honesty and integrity, since 
the Signers do not agree in many pomts of doc- 
trine relevant to the ‘Statement’ Some, for exe 
ample, do not believe in plenary verbal inspira- 
tion.” 

This Signer says that he is not judging these 
men “who feel called upon to stay with Synod 
and try to reform it from within.” He has ex- 
pressed the conviction that his district president, 
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for one, who is himself one of the original 44, 
“will recognize a great deal of truth” in what he 
has to say. He thinks that the latter and other 
Statementarians, whom he expressly character- 
izes as “liberal” and of whom he mentions one, 
an original Signer under whom he was assistant 
pastor of one of our mid-west congregations, are 
as yet “unprepared” to go as far as he has al- 
ready gone. But, he says, “If they, with the 
light they have, follow truth, speaking it in love, 
they will learn more and more the truth as the 
years roll on.” In plain words, he expects other 
Signers of the “Statement” to end where he has 
already ended. (So do we.) 

When the Statement of the “44” appeared, 
toward the end of 1945, we issued a mimeo- 
graphed critique of it under the title, “A Blue- 
Print of Liberalism in the Missouri Synod.” In 
this “Blueprint” we analyzed and discussed the 
“Statement” thesis-for-thesis. Citing the second 
thesis of the “Statement” (“we affirm our faith 
in the great Lutheran principle of the inerrancy, 
certainty, and all-sufficiency of Holy Writ”), we 
confined our criticism of it to these charitable 
words: “We not only concur in affirming what is 
affirmed in this proposition, but we affirm in ad- 
dition, and demand as a condition of fellowship, 
also the unequivocal affirmation of the divine 
plenary inspiration of Scripture — the inspiration 
of every word contained therein — which is de- 
nied by Lutherans outside the fellowship of the 
Synodical Conference.” 

Since that time, we have had occasion to pub- 
lish reports of public attacks on the term “verbal 
inspiration” by two Signers among the “44” at 
intersynodical “Seminars” arranged by Lutherans 
among whom verbal inspiration is denied. (Cp. 
Confessional Lutheran, 1947, November, p. 112, 
and December, p. 126.) 

It has remained for one among the Signers 
of the Chicago “Statement” themselves to make 
the outright charge that some of these men “do 
not believe in plenary verbal inspiration.” 

This Signer has given us the assurance that 
the number of those of whom he knows that they 
do not accept plenary inspiration “is fast in- 
creasing,” and he has sounded what we must re- 
gard as a most serious warning, when he adds: 
“The truth” (evidently to be understood in his 
sense: denial of inspiration of all Scripture) 
“will win as time goes on.” 

He has also voluntecred the following: “I 
know none who openly rejects sola Scriptura as 
1 do, though many do in practice without being 
aware of it. Many liberals seem unaware that 
they could not subscribe to all ‘doctrines’ (?) in 
the Lutheran Confessions. They hold rightly 
that plenary verbal inspiration is not included in 


the ordination vow.” “Some,” he says, “accept 
. ee y ; ” 
much more of higher criticism than I do. 


It is well known that the doctrinal aberrations 
of Statementarians involve the authority and 
clearness of Holy Scripture. (They concern 
chiefly Romans 16, 17.18 and the doctrine of 
church fellowship and of unionism.) The 
Signer in question significantly states, concerning 
his fellow-signers: “They simply ignore you and 
go on believing and teaching as they are led pro- 
gressively to see the truth.” 


To this we may add that Statementarians are 
also practicing their false teachings day by day. 
It is our insistent complaint that they are being 
permitted to teach and to practice contrary to 
what God’s Word teaches, by the presidium and 
other responsible officials of the Missouri Synod. 
We dare not forget that toleration of false 
practice is as contrary to the doctrine that we have 
learned from Holy Scripture and as divisive as 
is false teaching itself. 


The Testimony of the 
“Confessional Lutheran” 


As should be expected from his point of view, 
the Signer in question says that he “does” not 
think that the Confessional Lutheran is serving 
the kingdom of God and Christ.” Like other Itb- 
erals, he dismisses its testimony by simply say- 
ing “its effects are negative and destructive.” 
But he is honest enough and kind enough to 
make the following concession: “I will admit that 
according to the letter of Lutheran documents you 
are often (but not always) more right and more 
honest than the semi-liberal or completely liberal 
men in Sanod.” 


We thank this Signer for such a testimony. 


We may add that, on the few rare occasions 
on which liberals and sympathizers have written 
us, this has been not so much to take exception 
to the Scripturalness and correctness of our state- 
ments, but rather to say that they themselves no 
longer share the truly Lutheran position of the 
Missouri Synod, and that they accordingly do not 
intend to attempt a defense of their position on 
such a basis. Thus, one has written us: “Ieven a 
Gospel that is only 99,9999% pure will save sin- 
ners. Let’s use it.’ Another, alluding to Dr. 
Walther’s classic dictum, has gone on record as 
follows: “ ‘We are not what we were,’ and I am 
glad of it. It’s time for Missouri to crawl out 
of its shell.” Still another, a later Signer, has 
written: “Selective fellowship is the answer, and 
we have that also already in the Missouri Synod.” 


On the other hand, we have received thou- 
sands of letters from like-minded brethren who 
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sympathize with and commend our position be- 
cause it is the position of our church and of the 
Church of all ages. These have always been a 
source of much encouragement to us, though also 
without them we could not but testify as we do, 
because it is this kind of testimony which has 
been asked of us by our only Lord and which 
can expect to reccive His commendation. If we 
would not so testify, God would find someone else 
who would. His truth goes marching on! 


Does Evangelical Discipline Still Prevail 
in the Missouri Synod? 

A question that we are asked over and over 
again is Why does the Presidium of the Missouri 
Synod not do what should be done in cases of 
offense such as this? 

What a pertinent question! The Gospel-way 
of preservation of a confessional fellowship such 
as ours is indeed simple enough. All that is 
needed is an outright rejection of error — public, 
if the offense be public — and to say to the dis- 
turbers of our peace: You cannot in the name of 
a true Christian persist in the teaching and prac- 
tice of such divisive error; and if you do, we 
must protect others against you. For, the welfare 
of immortal souls is at stake! But this simple 
thing needs to be done. 

When, if ever, will this simple way be pur- 
sued by the Missouri Synod’s presidium and 
other responsible officials with respect to the 
issues raised by Statementarians? When is the 
destructive leaven of their public error to be 
purged from our synodical body ? 

_ How long will Missourians wait to see that this 
is done? 


P. H. Buraporr, 


® Impressions Made By 
Missourians At “Bad Boll” 


__ During the summer of 1948 a series of three 
joint meetings at the German resort “Bad Boll,” 
cach lasting ten days and attended by about one 
hundred clergymen, was held between “leading” 
men of the Missouri Synod and “leaders” among 
theologians and pastors of Germany. In his 
presidential report at synodical conventions Dr. 
Behnken emphasized that this venture was meant 
to he a “theologische Begegnung” — a “meeting” 
of theological minds, leaving the more exact 
meaning of that term unexplained. We under- 
stand that the lectures presented at the German 
resort are to be published, so that we may review 
them in due time. In the meanwhile, we shall 
have to depend on such reports as reach us, from 
participants in the meetings, in order to arrive 
at a just conclusion concerning them. 


In the very days of “Bad Boll” the EKID 
(“Evangelische Kirche in Deutschland” —~ the 
Evangelical Church in Germany) was launched at 
Ejisenach. The “United Evangelical Lutheran 
Church of Germany” (a union of former State 
or provincial churches) constitutes merely a bloc 
in the EKID, is subservient to it, and thus repre- 
sents a complete sell-out of German State-Church 
Lutheranism by its leaders to the all-Protestant 
EKID. Some of the same German theologians 
who helped to launch the EKID also had a lead- 
ing part in the “Begegnung” at Bad Boll. We 
know what can be expected of such men. While 
they may for the moment adapt their language 
somewhat to the need of the occasion immediately 
confronting them, they, as a whole, undeniably 
represent a theology which rejects the Scriptural 
principles of the true Lutheran Church, the prin- 
ciple that the verbally inspired Scriptures of the 
Old and New Testament are the sole foundation, 
source, and norm of all Christian doctrine. They 
represent a “theology” from which the bottom 
has been knocked out. What they want is union 
on their own terms. This is also borne out by 
reports of the “Begegnung” at Bad Boll which 
have reached us. 

A semi-monthly theological journal for Evan- 
gelical pastors, published in Stuttgart, Germany, 
“Fyer Arbeit und Besinnung,’ has come to our 
attention in which Dr, W Oehler, a participant 
in the third of the series of mectings at Bad Boll, 
reports his impressions of the “Begegnung” that 
took place there. Dr. Oehler refers to an earlier 
report in the same publication by a Dr K. Hutten 
(which has not reached us) and says that he 
gained the same general impression which Dr. 
Hutten had gained. What was this? “The 
whole report,” he says, “is permeated by a feel- 
ing of sincere fellowship, a blessed giving and 
taking, the wish to be joined together. ‘Tt lies in 
the tendency of this movement,’ Dr. Hutten con- 
cludes his report, ‘that such churches as rest on a 
like confession strive not only for close neighbor- 
liness, but for full spiritual fellowship.’ It was 
painfully missed by us that altar fellowship was 
not granted us in this circle which stood on one 
and the same ground of justification by Christ; 
but just the concluding words of the American 
professors, in which they summarized the con- 
clusion of the discussions with more than 300 
German theologians in all, can serve to show 
how much closer we came to this goal and in 
which way it is to be reached. It no doubt be- 
came clear to all that we shall not gain altar 
fellowship without a new understanding of Holy 
Communion which proceeds from the New Tes- 
tament. The Americans have declared that they 
are ready to listen to us, and President Behnken 
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began his concluding address with the words: 
‘The main question is — How, when, and where 
will meetings be continued?’ ” 

Dr. Oehler reports that “the bishop of the 
United (uniert) Provincial Church of Bavaria 
preached the sermon on Sunday in Bad Boll, a 
good sign of the magnanimity of the Americans!” 

As for the discussions, Dr. Oehler reports 
Dr. F. E. Mayer of St. Louis as saying: “I am 
extremely glad that we proceeded from the ma- 
terial principle” (the doctrine of justification, 
rather than from the formal principle of the 
Reformation, the doctrine of the inspired Scrip- 
ture as the source and norm of all Christian doc- 
trine). “We asked,” says Dr. Oehler, “during 
the course of the discussion of this Fourth Article 
of the Augsburg Confession, what, in view of 
such unanimity in the confession of the basic 
article of our Church a unanimity which is 
also to be found largely in the Reformed Church 
— still stands in the way of full church fellow- 
ship, and we were told by the German essayist, 
Pastor H. W. Hopf (leader of the Schwabacher 
Konvent which is opposed to the unionistic prac- 
tices of the United Ev. Luth. Church of Ger- 
many — P. H. B.) that the doctrine of justifi- 
cation can continue to stand only in its closest 
association with the doctrine of Inspiration and 
Holy Communion.” To this, Dr. Oehler has the 
following to say: “Certainly, the doctrine of jus- 
tification rests wholly on the Word of Scripture 
and will fall by the way where Scripture is not 
divine revelation. But must this be verbal inspi- 
ration? Does not Scripture also have a hwman 
side, just as the divine ‘Word’ itself certainly also 
was flesh? Professor Koeberle called to remem- 
brance that Hamann, the Magus of the North, 
compared Scripture to the rags which the prophet 
Jeremiah had to lay under his armpits so that the 
Ethiopian could pull him out of the dungeon 
(Jer. 38, 12). Dr. Hutten reports that the 
Americans, ‘have given the hope that they no 
longer want to put the doctrine of Inspiration at 
the beginning of dogmatics, but at its end, not 
as a presupposition, but as a result of faith’ (this 
accords with the best tradition of modernism; 
cp., for example, our article “A Signer Goes All 
the Way” — P. H. B.), and Professor Mayer in 
conclusion declared among us: ‘The doctrine of 
Inspiration is not the starting point. It is a solid 
dam against fanaticism. Some nice remarks con- 
cerning the objective character of Scripture were 
made; but we are still confronted by many ques- 
tions concerning the how and the extent of In- 
spiration. . . . We are in need of a further ex- 
change (of ideas). During the discussion an 
American had declared that because of Verbal In- 
Spiration the sects ‘are dragging behind them a 
whole brood of doctrinal errors like rats grown 


together by the tails, while the Lutheran Church 
wants Holy Scripture understood from its center. 
We asked to what the Lutheran Church — Mis- 
souri Synod refers its doctrine of Verbal In- 
spiration, and the reply was given that it refers 
it to the oldest obtainable ‘text, Accordingly 
the doctrine must also be revised by constant 
reference to the text.” 

Dr. Oehler then goes on to ask: “Should this 
not be true in the first place as concerns the doc- 
trine of the Lord’s Supper?” He reports (what 
we are happy to hear) that the American pro- 
fessor (each doctrine was presented by an Ameri- 
can and by a European theologian) had in his 
essay on the Lord’s Supper declared that the 
Lutheran interpretation of 1 Cor. 10 and 11 “ir- 
remissibly demands the oral cating” of the body 
of Christ. “The German theologians seemed to 
me to be largely united in understanding the Real 
Presence more personally than substantially. 
The German co-essayist Kiunke, head of the Free 
Lutheran seminary in Oberursel (in fellowship 
with the Missouri Synod — P. H. B.) seemed to 
me to stand pretty well alone in his contention for 
‘the church-divisive character of the Lord’s Sup- 
per’”’ Dr. Oehler says that what another theo- 
logian set forth met with more approval. Ac- 
cording to this younger German theologian the 
words of Christ “This is My body” mean “This 
is I”; that we should understand these words as 
meaning His Person rather than His body! The 
sense of Christ’s words “This is My blood” would 
then be a repetition of the former with special 
reference to His bloody end! (“Compare,” he 
says, “the double meaning of so many parable 
words!) “With much reservation,’ Dr. Oehler 
says, “Professor F. E. Mayer drew the conclu- 
sion from this discussion: ‘Real Presence was 
emphasized, but what is understood by the present 
Christ? The eating of the unworthy must be 
discussed some more. Can John 6 be utilized to- 
ward this? Naturally the question of altar fel- 
lowship must also be ventilated further’.” 

“The one thing that became certain,” Dr. 
Oehler goes on to say, “is that the exegesis of 
1 Cor. 10 and 11 is of the very greatest signifi- 
cance for a coming about of altar fellowship.” 
He then declares: “There is the passage, 1 Cor. 
11, 29, from which, and from which alone, the 
Lutheran Church derives the right and the duty 


to deny fellowship of the Lord’s Table to all - 


who do not share its doctrine of the Lord’s Sup- 
per, as shown by Dr. F. Pieper’s Dogmatics,” 
a copy of which, in a specially prepared abridged 
edition was given to each participant in the meet- 
ings at Bad Boll. He rejects the testimony of 
Dr. Pieper (p. 685 and 679) with reference to 
1 Cor. 11, 29, according to which such as cannot 
discern the Lord’s body and therefore cannot be- 
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lieve the Real Presence are disqualified from ad- 
mission to the Lord’s Supper and should not use 
it. Such statements must be revised, Dr. Oehler 
declares, because the words of 1 Cor. 11, 29 lit- 
erally read: “He that eateth and drinketh, eateth 
and drinketh condemnation unto himself if he 
does not judge the body (which means one’s own 
person)”! He says: “St. Paul finds fault with 
the unbrotherly conduct of the Corinthians at the 
Lord’s Supper, but not with their lack of the gift 
of discernment concerning the sacramental ele- 
ments, New Testament research will, by estab- 
lishing this, remove a stone of obstruction in the 
way of altar fellowship. . . . May such research 
help us further toward real fellowship! May 
there come about altar fellowship between the 
German Churches, with the brethren of the Mis- 
souri Synod, whose friendly invitation we fol- 
lowed at Bad Boll, and with all Christians on 
earth!” 

“That our American hosts are open to the 
concerns of the German theology of today we 
were permitted to conclude from the final words 
of the eldest among their representatives, Profes- 
sor Graebner, who said: ‘It was granted us to 
learn to know names which are known to every 
theologian in America. At every point there 
were voices (Voten) originating in special study: 
really accurate science and research, a pressing 
for learning, which alone preserves a church from 
sinking into obscurantism. The deepest impres- 
sion was that you have despite all suffering re- 
mained true to your office and also to scientific 
research, Here was a congregation of saints’.” 

_ We must admit that we could from the be- 
eae not become enthused or optimistic about 
ne eae This, for the very serious reason 
He ae men as Dr. Gerstenmater, who can by 
ane nahin of the imagination be regarded as a 
Boll « aoe Lutheran, were associated with Bad 
Cine €n in its initial arrangements. (Dr. Eugen 
KID et built up and represents the official 
oan Tilfswerk,” a main prop of the whole 
cout ae union church.) Our misgivings 
of ee y be increased by the selection of some 
oe cee who were sent to Bad Boll to repre- 
ree issouri, among them Dr. Theo. Graebner, 
Augie not even understand Article VII of the 
willed irg Confession correctly and who is com- 
Chie un-Scriptural teaching concerning the 
oon and church fellowship, not to mention his 
istic) ently misrepresenting the actual (union- 
: en that confronts us both here and 
Boll” If any good should come out of, “Bad 
. sae want to be among the last who will fail 
going pedse this. But, just so, we are not 
ae re aa our eyes to what is evil. Only thus 
thie © form a realistic and correct evaluation of 
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When we read reports such as that to which 
we have called attention above, several, pertinent 
questions force themselves upon us. Foremost 
among these is the question: Are such men as are 
supposed to be among our leaders in these mat- 
ters really leading others, leading them toward an 
acceptance of the truth? Or are they following 
them, through the maze of error which is their 
natural habitat? Are the moneys which our 
people are contributing for the expansion of our 
own church and the doctrine for which it stands 
as well as for honest relief among our brethren 
being really spent for such purposes? In short, 
was there here really an honest and intelligent 
endeavor to bring about the establishment of one 
orthodox Lutheran Church throughout the world? 

We believe that the present report should help 
some of our readers answer such timely ques- 
tions. 

P. H. Buraporr. 


@ The Testimony of 
Dr. Walter A. Maier 
Concerning Romans 16, 17 


There can be no real, lasting, and constructive 
peace in American Lutheranism until this church 
is really one in faith and hope and practice, not 
only in the great fundamental doctrines of Scrip- 
tures, but also in its observance of every truth 
of Holy Writ. It is possible, of course, to in- 
stitute outward union, but it is a far cry from 
such artificial union to sincere unity in spirit. 
The records of the history of the Christian 
Church show how fatal mere outward union is to 
the real progress and spiritual development of 
the Christian Church. Not only, as we may See, 
for example, in the case of the United Church in 
Germany, has such union weakened Christian 
testimony, lessened the power of the Church, and 
failed to accomplish that for which it was called 
into being, but it has also thrown the doors open 
to higher criticism, permitted liberalism to gain 
ground, and indirectly fostered unbelief and 
atheism in the masses. Idealists, and more espe- 
cially people who have been moved more by the 
glamor of greatness, OT by outward attraction 
and political influence, have painted to us in 
glowing colors the power and strength which an 
American Lutheran Church could wield, if, 
dropping all distinctions, the twenty-one inde- 
pendent Lutheran bodies of our country [this was 
written in 1924. D.] should amalgamate into one 
large and impressive body. “Think of the re- 
duplication that would be avoided,” they say, “if 
there were only one Lutheran mission board for 
home and foreign mission fields; think of the 
large and powerful schools and universities which 
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could be erected by a united effort; think of the 
better feeling and the more friendly spirit that 
would result; think of the influence that this 
church could command and the authority that it 
could wield.” 


But the highest of all authorities directs our 
thoughts in another way, when He says: “Mark 
them which cause divisions and offences, contrary 
to the doctrine which ye have learned, and avoid 
them.” The Scriptures demand separation from 
error and not union with it. They insist upon 
this that false doctrines, far from being tolerated, 
condoned, or excused, be repudiated and corrected. 
They never ask for a large, powerful church that 
suavely and diplomatically avoids all references 
to differences in doctrine, but they picture to us a 
full-blooded, fighting, conscientious, Christian 
Church, insistent upon one hundred per cent ob- 
servance of Scriptures, even at the cost of size, 
influence, and wealth. 

Dr. Walter A. Maier in Walther League Mes- 
senger, 1924, December, p. 203. (Our emphasis.) 


© The Socalled “Visible“ Unity 
of the Invisible Church 


Concerning an Important Footnote in the 
“Concordia Theological Monthly” 

In the “Union Theses” which united the Bres- 
lau Synod and the Saxon Free Church in Ger- 
many we read these words: “By strict adherence 
to the Word we must foster the unity of the 
Church here on earth until we behold it in eter- 
nity (John 17:14, 17, 20-21).” 

To this statement Dr. F. E. Mayer has raised 
the following question in a foot-note: “Does not 
the last part of v. 21 indicate that the unity is to 
be visible also in this world?” (C. T. M., No- 
vember, 1948, p. 835.) 

What an absurdity for Dr. Mayer to ask such 
a question! It is of course precisely the opposite 
that the theses in question mean to say and that 
they do say. They clearly state that we shall 
behold the unity of the Church, as it is described 
in John 17, only in heaven; but that we neverthe- 
less are sure that we foster such unity here by 
strict adherence to the Word, even though this 
certainty must remain a certainty of faith to us 
throughout this life. And such a use of the 
passage in John 17 (v. 21) is the only right use 
of it. But let us examine the passage in ques- 
tion somewhat more closely. 

“That They All May Be One” 

In His sacerdotal prayer Jesus prayed: 
“Neither pray I for these alone, but for them 
also which shall believe on Me through their 


word” ; (this can only refer to the one holy Chris- 
tian Church) “that they all may be one; as Thou, 
Father, art in Me, and I in Thee, that they also 
may be one in us,” John 17:20, 21. The unity of 
the believers is to be (kathoos) “according as,” 
“just as,” as the unity existing between the Father 
and the Son. This reference to the Father-Son 
unity shows that the unity of the believers is a 
Spiritual unity, a unity of a hidden character, an 
invisible unity (namely the unity of a common 
faith in Christ). Or will someone dare to con- 
tend that the unity existing between the Father 
and the Son is visible? And that faith 1s actu- 
ally visible? 


“That the World May Believe” 


The prayer continues: “that the world may 
believe that Thou hast sent Me.” Similar words 
are found in v. 23: “that the world may know 
that Thou hast sent Me, and hast loved them, as 
Thou hast loved Me.” It is to these words that 
Dr. Mayer has reference in his footnote. 

It has been mistakenly contended that “if the 
unbelieving world is to be convinced, by some- 
thing that the believers do, that Christ was sent 
of God, then that something must be visible; for 
the unbelieving world has no spiritual eyes to see 
the invisible. And if that something, that is to 
convince the world is the oneness of the believ- 
ers” —so the argument runs — “then that one- 
ness must be visible, otherwise the unbelieving 
world cannot see it. Therefore Christ 1s praying 
for a visible oneness of the Church.” 

Well did Dr. Ylvisaker write: “Certainly, we 
cannot make the assertion that the outward union 
of the Christian Church has been the means of 
bringing the world to Christ, unless we wish to 
sanction the claims of the Catholic Church that it, 
because of its union, or unity, as you please, is 
the only saving Church. Nor do we, I dare say, 
wish to assert that to this day Christendom has 
lived in continual error as regards Christ’s 
sacerdotal prayer. If that should be the sense of 
this prayer, that the Christian Church must pre- 
sent a united front against the world in order to 
be a means of bringing the world to a recogni- 
tion of His divine origin, then, indeed, we have 
hitherto lived in error, Christ’s prayer has not 
been fulfilled, nor are there any indications that 
it will be fulfilled here on earth. And since 
Christ says: ‘When I come again, shall there be 
faith on the earth? we have reasons to believe 
that He never thought Christendom would realize 
outward unity. To hope for outward unity 
would be, virtually, to discount entirely the reality 
and presence of sin in this world.” (Tigological 
Quarterly, Vol. XX (1916), p. 33f. a 
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A Prayer That Has Always Been Heard 

Christ prays: “that they all may be one.” In 
other words, He prays for the oneness of the 
Church, And this prayer has been heard and is 
being heard, for the Church is one. 

But Christ did not pray for the visible one- 
ness of the Church. It is, as Dr. Ylvisaker 
points out, moreover, a chiliastic dream to look 
for the fulfilment of such a prayer; neither are 
there indications about us that would lead us to 
hope for its fulfilment. 


Fostering the Unity of the Church 

The “Union Theses” of our brethren in Ger- 
many rightly state: “By strict adherence to the 
Word we must foster the unity of the Church 
here on earth.” 

God’s Word admonishes all believers to 
“Ixcep” or preserve that invisible, inner, spiritual 
unity (faith in Christ), wrought in them by the 
Holy Ghost through the Gospel (Eph. 4:3). 
This they are to do by believing and confessing 
the whole truth and nothing but the truth of God’s 
Word (Acts 20:27; 1 Tim. 1:3); by speaking 
the truth in love in order to remove all spiritual 
ignorance and weakness in faith (Eph. 4:11-15) ; 
by marking and avoiding those who cause di- 
visions and offenses contrary to Apostolic doctrine 
which alone begets repentance and faith (Rom. 
16:17) ; and by recognizing and treating as breth- 
ren in the faith all those who with them confess 
the one true faith (Phil. 1 ,27; IIT John 10). 

By the way, it is this united testimony of the 
Church (some believers do not have and confess 
the whole truth but err in this or that point be- 
cause of ignorance and weakness in faith), so far 
as it exists at all, that preaches such a powerful 
sermon to the world, not the outward union of 
the so-called visible churches. 


The Unity of the Church Remains Invisible 


When believers thus foster the unity of the 
Church, they nevertheless do not thereby cause 
the unity of the Church to become visible. Why 
not? 

No man knows who is a true believer, for no 
man can look into another man’s heart to see 
whether he believes. This fact makes it impos- 
sible for the unity of the Church to become visible 
before Judgment Day reveals who is actually a 
believer in Christ. Hence we confess in our 
Brief Statement, “The Christian Church is in- 
visible, Luke 17:20, and will remain invisible till 
Judgment Day, Col. 3:3.4.” (Par. 25.) 

Every unity visible to us here on earth must 
remain merely that of so-called visible churches, 
a unity of professed Christians, a unity of a 
mixed group, a group in which believers are 
mixed with hypocrites, a unity of confession, 


God wants us to confess the Christian faith. 
And He wants only one sort of confession a 
confession that adheres strictly to the Word. 
When we unite in such a confession, we are not 
only doing what God has enjoined in this re- 
spect, but we are, as surely as we believe God’s 
Word to be true, also fostering the true, spiritual 
unity of the Church, even though it must remain 
hidden to our eyes in this life. 


Every unity visible to us here on earth will 
never be the real unity of the one holy Christian 
Church, which is the unity of a common faith, 
invisible and known only to God. 

The “Union Theses” of our German brethren 
are in full agreement with the Word of God. 
In Dr. Mayer’s footnote, on the other hand, we 
have the old un-Scriptural, neo-Lutheran idea 
which has plagued our Synod since it made con- 
tact with the former Iowa Synod. (Cf. “The 
Virus of Neo-Lutheranism Within the Missouri 
Synod,” Confessional Lutheran, 1948, p. 99ff.). 
It must be rejected in no uncertain terms. 

Triro. Drerxs, S. T. D. 


@ Review of Publications 


Einigungssaetze der Ev.-Luth. Kirche Alt- 
preussens und der Ev.-Luth. Freikirche (in 
Sachsen und anderen Staaten). Vollaus- 
gabe. Herausgegeben im Auftrage der 
Kirchenleitungen von den Pastoren Gerh. 
Heinzelmann und W. M. Oesch. Er- 
scheinungsdatum: April, 1948. Lutheraner- 
Verlag G. m. b. H., Frankfurt am Main. 
117 pages, 8X114. 

“Immediately after the cessation of hostilities 
and under the terrific aftermath of the war, rep- 
resentatives of the two largest Lutheran Free 
Churches [in Germany] met in order to discuss 
the points of doctrine which had been at issue 
between these two churches for almost a century 
and to bring about under God’s grace a God- 
pleasing union. A frank discussion in the fear 
of God led within the space of two years to a 
full agreement on all points, A committee _con- 
sisting of Pastors Gerhard Heinzelmann (Bres- 
lau Synod) and W. M. Oesch (Saxon Free 
Church) drafted the union theses. These were 
submitted to all pastors and congregations and 
unanimously adopted by them. Full fellowship 
between the two church bodies has been estab- 
lished. At the present time doctrinal discussions 
between these two bodies and the remaining Free 
Churches are under way.” (F. IE. Mayer, in 
Concordia Theological Monthly, November, 1948, 
p. 824.) 
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The document under review originally ap- 
peared with only references to pertinent proof- 
texts from Holy Scripture and to testimonies in 
the Lutheran Book of Concord. The April, 
1948, Confessional Lutheran contained an exten- 
sive appraisal of it, and its text has been pub- 
lished in an English translation by Prof. F. E. 
Mayer in the Concordia Theological Monthly, 
November, 1948, pp. 824-840. Here is the full 
edition of the document, with all proof-texts and 
testimonies cited in their entirety. 

We again express our rejoicing over the union 
in the truth achieved by our brethren in Germany 
and point to it as the only way in which such union 
can ever be attained. It is our confident hope, 
and prayer, that the Scriptural method of pro- 
cedure pursued by our brethren in Germany may 
soon also bring about full agreement in doctrine 
and practice with other, smaller free churches 
there. Among these are the “Selbstaendige Ev.- 
Luth. Kirche in Hessen und Niedersachsen” 
(comprising the former Hannoversche Freikirche, 
Hermannsburg-Hamburger Freikirche, and the 
Selbstaendige Ev. Luth. Kirche in Hessen), and 
others. 

Over against the success of our free-church 
brethren, we have the sad spectacle of the capi- 
tulation of the wumionistic United Ly. Luth. 
Church of Germany to the even worse Lvangeli- 
cal Church in Germany (EKID). Over the 
name of Dr. Hermann Sasse (Erlangen) the 
Theological Quarterly of the Wisconsin Synod, 
October, 1948, pp. 233-241, published an excel- 
lent report (in German) by F. W. Hopf, leader 
of the Schwabacher Bund, on “The End of the 
Lutheran Provincial Churches (Landeskirchen) 
of Germany.” The report insists that the Lu- 
theran Church in Germany today survives only in 
the free churches. The fate of the United Ev. 
Luth. Church of Germany through its affiliation 
with EKID, which latter is rightly declared to be 
neither a church nor evangelical, but a conglom- 
eration of sects, “shows where one arrives by such 
a lying union.’ “Perhaps the unspeakable 
tragedy of the Lutheran Church in Germany 
must help to free us from the delusion of large 
numbers and from the secret unbelief which 
rests as a curse upon the Christendom of our 
times, as though Christ our Lord always needed 
millions to work His mighty works also today 
and as though He were no longer there where 
two or three are gathered together in His name.” 

To all of which we say: Listen, MISSOURI! 

It is our well considered and settled convic- 
tion, which we have had to voice again and again, 
that if we had in recent years been permitted to 
pursue a path of strictly Scriptural and evan- 
gelical procedure like our brethren in Germany, 
we might have won over at least some other 


Lutherans with whom we are now not united. 
Instead, a most pitiable chapter in the history 
of the Missouri Synod was written in recent 
years when unionistically inclined brethren frus- 
trated such attempts again and again. Would to 
God that instead of some of the would-be leaders 
in our church who are actually following union- 
istic Lutherans into every by-path into which they 
are being enticed by them, we might be given more 
real leaders, who, in keeping with the original 
Scriptural and evangelical purpose of the Missou- 
ri Synod and the Synodical Conference would 
work unswervingly toward uniting others with 
us in one ORTHODOX Lutheran Church 
throughout the world! 

Our Free Church brethren in Germany are 
pointing the way. P. H. Burcporr. 


@® What Our Readers Say 


“The Confessional Lutheran has only one 
fault: instead of coming once a month it should 
be a weekly newspaper and be twice as heavy, 
even if it would cost considerably more. We en- 
joy the timely articles very much. They are irre- 
futable. God’s blessings on the editors and their 
work.” — Pastor, New York. 

“T enjoy the Confessional Lutheran, and 
value its courageous testimony of the truth: 
What baffles me is that the Missouri Synod of- 
ficials are retaining such reticence. Is there not 
a time when silence no longer remains a virtue?” 
— Pastor, Synodical Conference. 


CORRECTION 
In the article on the Augsburg Confession in 
the January, 1949, issue of our journal the words 
“Article VIII’ on p. 6, col. 2, line 2 from the 
bottom, should read “ART. VII.” In the same 
article, on p. 7, col. 2, line 9 from below should 
read “p, 831” instead of “p. 931.” 
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© God Give Us Men! 


God give us men! 


@® The “Lutheran Witness” Once 
and Now on the Principles of 
Church Fellowship and Unionism 


A time like this demands 

Strong minds, great hearts, true faith, and ready hands; 
en whom the lust of office does not kill; With Special Reference to Romans 16, 17 

Men whom the spoils of office cannot buy; : ; 

“Thy mouth hath testified against thee.” — 


II Sam. 1, 16. 


Men who possess opinions and a will; 


Men who have honor, men who will not lie; 


Men who can stand before a demagogue 
And damn his treacherous flatteries without winking; 
Tall men, sun-crowned, who live above the fog 


In public duty and in private thinking, 


Jostan Gitnert HoLianp. 


Beginning with this issue, the Confessional 
Lutheran is bringing a series of testimonies gath- 
ered by its managing editor from past issues of 
the Lutheran Witness, and supplied with head- 
ings and occasional notes by the undersigned. 
These testimonies on the principles of church 
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fellowship and unionism, with special reference 
to Romans 16, 17f, will serve to show the posi- 
tion which that official organ of the Missouri 
Synod once defended, when it was still a faith- 
ful witness to the eternal truth of God as it has 
been revealed to us in the inspired and infallible 
words of Holy Scripture, as it is confessed by 
the Lutheran Church in its historic symbols, and 
as it has been championed in the official confes- 
sion of the Missouri Synod and of the Synodical 
Conference from their earliest days down to the 
present moment. : 


In keeping with the Scriptural and evangelical 
principle, “out of thine own mouth will I judge 
thee” (Luke 19, 22), these testimonies will, by 
comparison with the present position of the 
Lutheran Witness on these same matters, also 
serve to show that the editorial staff of that organ, 
spearheaded by Dr. Theo. Graebner, has given up 


its own former truly Scriptural, Lutheran, and 
Missourian position. Such a comparison will 
show most convincingly that the Lutheran Wit- 
ness staff is today actually contending against 
the Scriptural confession of the Missouri Synod 
on which its fellowship rests and is misusing that 
official organ of our church toward causing of- 
fense and division contrary to the doctrine which 
we have learned. We here have a clear fulfill- 
ment of Acts 20, 30: ‘Also of your own selves 
shall men arise, speaking perverse things, to draw 
away disciples after them.” 

The saddest part of this spectacle is the fact 
that although the Missouri Synod at its conven- 
tion in 1947, in answer to complaints against the 
Lutheran Witness, again expressly declared it- 
self “responsible for every doctrinal statement 
made in its official organs,” its presidium and 
other more directly responsible officials have until 
now not puta stop to this misuse of the Lutheran 
Witness, even though they have time and again 
heen especially entreated to do so. 

A brother, himself not too active in testifying 
against current error and abuse, recently ex- 
pressed his concern as to when we may hope to 
see all of this trouble caused by the Lutheran 
Witness finally come to an end. It will come to 
an end when the rank and file of the members of 
our synod, clerical and lay, or synod itself as 
such, will over against current errorists, confess 
their belief (or unbelief) with regard to the 
clear matters of God’s Word that have been 
drawn into question by the Lutheran Wiiness and 
other misguided brethren. 

We for ourselves shall, so help us God, con- 
tinue with every means at our disposal publicly to 
reject the public errors of the Lutheran Witness 
and the pernicious propaganda that is being so 
persistently waged in their behalf. We shall 
warn others against them and pray to God that 
He may grant our synod the grace to rise up 
against them and to purge this destructive leaven 
from our midst. P. H. Bureporr. 


An Earnest Admonition of Dr. F. Pfotenhauer 
(Is. 8, 12f) 


The fathers of our Lutheran Church prized 
purity of teaching as their greatest treasure. 
Their one fear was that they might in any way 
adulterate the truth. Their own purpose was to 
spread the truth. In this attitude of our fathers 
there lies a solemn admonition to the Church at 
the present day. Those who keep themselves 
separate for the sake of the truth are denounced 
as bigots. The wellbeing and prosperity of the 
Church is sought in the merger of church bodies 
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even at the cost of truth. This modern striving 
after external union despite spiritual disunion 
brings to one’s mind the words which God spoke 
to Israel by the prophet Isaiah, “Say ye not: A 
confederacy, to all them to whom this people shall 
say, A confederacy; neither fear ye their fear, 
nor be afraid. Sanctify the Lord of Hosts Him- 
self; and let Him be your fear, and let Him be 
your dread.” 

Dr. F. Pfotenhaucr in his Presidential Ad- 
dress to the Convention of the Missouri Synod 
in 1929, (Lutheran Witness, 1929, Convention 
Series, p. 11.) 


The Great Peril That Confronts Us 

One of the most distinguished theologians of 
our Church recently remarked: “The perils which 
unionism is bringing to our Synod is greater than 
that we passed through in the Guadenwahllehr- 
slreit? and the speaker is one who bore the 
brunt of that controversy. 

Dr. Theo. Graebner in Lutheran Witness, 
1918, p. 379. 


(Epvrvorta Nore: That ancient foe of the Church, 
the great papal Antichrist, modern unionism, and now 
another phenomenon of more recent date, antitheistic 
socialism —- Communism — are the Chureli’s three 
greatest earthly foes today. As for unionism, the 
Lutheran theologian, J. Conrad Dannhaucr, made the 
remarkable prediction, almost three hundred years ago: 
‘Perhaps the world will shorily be amazed to have 
become so suddenly unionistic and, as a result, atheistic.” 
In the land of the Reformation the only Lutheran 
Churches which really still exist as such are the German 
Lutheran Free Churches. The Lutheran State Churches 
have been absorbed by the pan-German EKID — a 
union of “Lutheran,” “United,” and “Evangelical” 
Churches, or in other words, practically all German 
Protestants. What havoc unionism has already wrought 
in America, also among Lutherans, ia evident when one 
looks at the National Lutheran Council and its affiliates, 
which means practically all Lutheran Churches not af- 
filtated with the Synodical Conference. And now. the 
Missouri Synod is the special object of a concerted at- 
tack by unionists both within and without its fold. 
Unionism is always more perilous than any other one 
single outright false teaching and practice, because of 
Its insidious nature, In 1918, and also later, Dr. Graeb- 
ner still admitted the peril which we are facing in this 
respect. Today, however, he is misusing the Lutheran 
Witness to spread far and wide the fantastic notion that 
we are not particularly endangered by unionism among 
Lutherans because these have been becoming better and 
etter in recent years, whereas the exact opposite is actu- 
ally true. The simple fact of the matter, and its whole 
explanation, is that the Lutheran JWituess staff has itself 
succumbed to the dreadful unionistic peril. Its column- 
ists are today fifth columnists within the walls of Mis- 
sori, They are doing the work of one of the Church’s 
three greatest foes. — P. H. B.) 


The Inviolable Majesty of God’s Word 


_. God wants us to judge of the doctrine. 
Those who sin against us we are to treat with 
leniency, but the mouth of those who speak 
against the majesty of God’s Word must be 


stopped. Lvery false teacher slanders God and 
belies Him. We dare not be lenient with such a 
false teacher. God’s Word is not our property, 
which we may expose to perversion or surrender 
at will. Tere judging is in place. Let us there- 
fore Iearn to be very gentle with those who have 
sinned, let us seck to restore such in the spirit 
of meekness; but let us oppose with all carnest- 
ness and severity every one who teaches contrary 
to God’s Word. 

Dr. Martin S. Sommer, in Lutheran HWituness, 
1931, p. 433. 


What Is A False Prophet? 
(Mt. 7, 15) 

There are some who contend that this Serip- 
ture-text (Matt. 7:15) is not applicable. The 
claim is made that we cannot call teachers of other 
denominations false prophets. This we partially 
grant, We nevertheless do .contend that inas- 
much and to such an extent as they teach false 
doctrines, they are false prophets and we are 
earnestly warned by our Savior to beware of 
them. If we are not permitted to call a person 
a false prophet because there is some truth in 
his teachings, then there are very few, if any, 
false prophets. TEven Mormonism and_ so-called 
Christian Science have some truth in their dog- 
mas, . 

From an article by J. G. Troutman, in 
Lutheran Standard, reprinted in Lutheran Wit- 
ness, 1921, p. 227. (Our emphasis.) 


What Christian Fellowship Means 

(QéprrortaL Nore: There is an internal Christian 
fellowship, visible to God alone. It is the great spiritual 
fellowship of all true believers in the saving merit of 
Christ throughout the world in all ages, of which we 
confess in the Creed: “I believe in the Holy Christian 
Church, the communion of saints.” In this fellowship 
we are truly, though invisibly, united with all other be- 
lievers in Christ despite any and all external separation 
among churches. But there is also an external fellow- 
ship commanded by God. It is the fellowship of a 
united, pure confession of the truth and, what goes with 
this, a corresponding rejection of all contrary errors. 
This is expressly enjoined by God in many passages of 
Holy Scripture, such as 1 Cor. 1, 10 and Romans 16, 174. 
It is “Christian Fellowship” in the latter sense of which 
Dr. Graebner evidently spoke in the following article in 
the Lidheran Witness in 1918. Today Dr. Graebner and 
his associates on the Lutheran Witness editorial staff 
are misusing that organ of our church to deny what 
they formerly confessed and what our synod still con- 
fesses in this respect. They are today publicly con- 
tending for, practicing, and encouraging on the part of 
others, the widest possible practice of false fellowship. 
— P. H. B.) 

Christian fellowship exists where the mem- 
bers of one Christian body worship jointly with 
those of another church-body, or kneel together 
with them at the same altar, exchange pulpits, 
accept members upon letters of membership from 
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the other body, extend ministerial calls to pastors 
in the other body, engage in joint mission-work 
and charity-work, join their efforts in establishing 
colleges, in publishing books and periodicals, or 
in organized work along other lines of church 
‘activity. 

According to the principle on which the Lu- 
theran Church is built, there must be Christian 
fellowship with those only who maintain, by pub- 
lic profession, the same form of doctrine; testi- 
fying their obedience to the words of Christ, not 
only in positive statement, but also in negative, 
that is to say, by testifying against error as well 
as by teaching the truth. Our Lutheran Confes- 
sions are, in essence, reproval of false doctrine. 
If false doctrine is tolerated in a Christian body, 
it “becomes the duty of every other Church to 
reprimand the erring Church by correction and 
reproof, not because of any superior dignity and 
authority of its own, but because of the superior 
dignity and authority of Christ and His Word. 


There can be no conscious compromise with error. 


without a corresponding denial of the truth, Matt. 
12, 30.” (Theological Quarterly, 1902, p. 14f.) 
Fellowshiping an erring Church — one which 
harbors or disseminates false doctrine — is such 
a compromise with error. 

Fellowship with others includes the duty of 
jointly with them reproving those who err from 
the truth. 


Christian fellowship is not based on holiness 
of life. The visible Christian Church is com- 
posed of sinners, who still have the flesh, which 
prompts them to all manner of sin, The Church 
is compared by our Lord to a field in which the 
wheat and the weeds grow together. And of 
those who are meant by the “wheat,” the believing 
Christians, there are some who bear fruit (good 
works) a hundredfold, but some only sixty, and 
some barely thirtyfold. Again, just the false 
Christians, the hypocrites, are often distinguished 
by outward forms of piety, are regular church 
attendants, are liberal givers, and prominent in 
church-work. We do not know who they are, 
God only knows them. And hence it is impos- 
sible to establish Christian fellowship on the basis 
of Christian conduct. No matter how great the 
weakness of its Christian life, we do not refuse 
fellowship to a Church or Synod which adheres 
to the doctrines of Christ, and which rejects 
those who depart from that doctrine. And no 
matter how great the outward display of enthu- 
siasm for church activity, we do not fellowship 
those who either depart from the Scriptures in 
public profession or harbor and tolerate such de- 
parture in their midst. The Spirit says: “Tf any 
man teach otherwise, and consent not to whole- 
some words, even the words of our Lord Jesus 


Christ, and the doctrine which is according to 
godliness, he is proud, knowing nothing, destitute 
of the truth; from such withdraw thyself,” 
[ Tim. 6, 3-5. “Mark them which cause divisions 
and offenses contrary to the doctrine which ye 
have learned, and avoid them,” Rom. 16, 17. “A 
man that is an heretic, after the first and second 
admonition reject,” Tit. 3, 10; “neither be par-~ 
taker of other men’s sins,” 1 Tim. 5:22. Christ 
calls upon those churches to repent which harbor 
false doctrines in their midst, Rev. 2, 14f. 20; and 
such is the great duty, and the only duty, which 
those who adhere to Christ’s doctrine have over 
against those who do not. 

And even as a Christian must not, because of 
the consciousness of his own imperfections, with- 
hold admonition from those who are guilty of 
wrong, even so a church-body must not with- 
hold admonition from erring churches by reason 
of the imperfections which she regretfully recog- 
nizes in the performance of her own membership. 
Paul acknowledged himself the greatest of all 
sinners, yet he did not for that reason fellowship 
the errorists, but proclaimed: “Though we, or an 
angel from heaven, preach any other gospel unto 
you than that which we have preached unto you, 
let him be accursed,” Gal. 1, 8. 


Dr. Theo. Graebner, in Lutheran Witness, 
1918, p. 359€. 


What Denial of Fellowship Relations Means 


To withhold fellowship relations is not the 
same as announcing a judgment upon the personal 
Christianity of any man. The relation of the 
individual Christian to God is one thing, and the 
relation of the individual Christian to other Chris- 
tians is another thing. The first is established 
by faith in the heart. The other is established 
by the profession of the lips. With God nothing 
counts but personal faith. For us nothing counts 
but the personal testimony and profession of the 
truth. God can read the hearts; we cannot. If 
we had to demand absolute proof of an applicant’s 
personal faith in Christ, we could not receive a 
single member into our churches; that is some- 
thing cach man knows only about himself. But 
what is demanded of us as a condition of fellow- 
ship is the profession of the entire truth of God’s 
revelation. As Theo. Schmauck once said: “God 
can receive unto Himself many a one whom we 
cannot acknowledge as brother.” 


Dr. Theo, Graebner, in Lutheran Witness, 
1934, p. 272. 


(EpitortaL Nore: The above is a fine, concise state- 
ment of basic principles which are so largely denied by 
the Lutheran Witness today, as subsequent testimony will 
show. — P. H. B.) 
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How Much Agreement In Doctrine Is 

Necessary for Fellowship Relations? 

Every doctrine of Scripture, though it be 
taught in only a single clear text, is binding on 
conscience and agreement thereto essential for 
relations of fellowship. 

Dr. Theo. Graebner, in Lutheran Witness, 
1925, p. 244. 


Is Agreement In Fundamental Doctrines 
Not Enough for Fellowship? 

We have consistently denied that we of the 
Lutheran Church are fundamentalists. We have 
testified from the beginning of our synodical life 
to the present day and hour that we are not per- 
mitted to distinguish between things in the Bible 
that are to be believed and others that need not 
be believed. We have always said and say today 
that any one who denies even a fact so remote 
from the doctrine of salvation as, let us say, the 
fact that David slew Goliath or that Ruth was a 
Moabites cannot have fellowship with us, for 
the simple reason that such a person denies what 
is plainly stated as a fact in the Bible. We shall 
have more to say about fundamental and non- 
fundamental doctrines a little later. It is perti- 
nent to our topic here to state very definitely that 
for church-fellowship more is necessary than 
agreement in the great fundamental doctrines. 
There must be no toleration of error, be it in an 
important or in a less important teaching of the 
Bible. 

Lutheran Union: A Discussion — by the 
Editors, Lutheran Witness, 1940, p. 186. 


The Historic Lutheran Position in 
Non-Fundamentals 


As Dr. S. C. Ylvisaker wrote us lately: The 
fathers did “distinguish between fundamental and 
non-fundamental doctrines, etc. But when it be- 
came a question of tolerating error in the public 
confession of the Church or of accepting those as 
brethren who persisted in their error, even though 
it might be in non-fundamentals, there they were 
merciless; there they urged no charity but even 
a suspicious attitude, — in accordance with the 
warning of Christ regarding the wolves in sheep’s 
clothing, and with that of Dannhauer, which 
Walther quotes in Lehre und Wehre, 1868, p. 1, 
— that the Church might remain untouched by 
any leaven. Anything which savored of tolera- 
tion of error against any revealed truth was to 
them an abomination, a terrible sin against the 
majesty and clearness of God’s Word and against 
the Church, because it makes its foundation of 
comfort insecure.” Readers of the Lutheran 
Witness will recognize that this correctly presents 
the attitude of our Synod, past as well as present. 


Dr. Theo. Graebner, in Lutheran Witness, 


1940, p. 177. 


May Liberty Be Granted in Some Points 

of Doctrine? 

There is no liberty in matters of Christian doc- 
trine and divinely established principle. Among 
the teachings of the Bible we recognize certain 
fundamentals — such as the doctrine of the 
Atonement and Justification by Faith -- in which 
the very essence of Christianity is found. But 
he who would yield up, for policy’s sake, or for 
any other reason, the confession of any point of 
doctrine, be it ever so far removed from the great 
central teachings of Christianity, therchy denies 
the Truth, which is indivisible. The words of 


Jesus regarding the Law — “he who offends in 
one point is guilty of all” — apply with equal 


force to the Gospel. And the Truth outraged 
imposes an unescapable penalty. 

Dr. Theo. Graebner, in Lutheran Witness, 
1918, p. 57. 


Are All Details of Doctrine Divisive? 

One iota of Christian doctrine is of greater 
importance than heaven and earth; therefore we 
shall not suffer that it be violated even in its 
minutest detail. (IX. 6.) 

Luther, quoted in Lutheran Witness, 1932, 
p. 10. 


How Many Errors Are Covered By 
Romans 16, 17? 

(Speaking of Lenski’s Interpretation of St. 
Paul’s Epistle to the Romans): It is difficult to 
argue against his exegesis of 16 17-19 which he 
accepts as one of the fundamental texts “against 
unionism fraternization with errorists.” He 
says: “The efforts to make Paul’s words apply 
only to the most fundamental errors like the denial 
of Christ’s deity, atonement, incarnation, resur- 
rection, leaves the door open to a host of other 
errors, as though these are not to be stamped 
out. Paul’s ‘contrary’ in v. 17 covers all errors.” 

Dr. Theo. Graebner, in Lutheran Witness, 
1937, p. 190. (Our emphasis.) 


(EprrorraL Note: “Difficult” as he has admitted 
it to be, Dr. Gracbner has in more recent years decided 
to argue, after all, against the correct exegesis of 
Romans 16 ,17 as set forth in Lenski’s commentary and 
in the Lutheran Witness of 1937, In an Agreement 
with the Presidium of the Missouri Synod in 1947, Dr. 
Graebner and his associates known as the “44,” more- 
over, gained tolerance, at least for the time being, for a 
contrary view. This is always the first stage of error, 
So far as the faculty of our theological seminary in 
St. Louis is concerned, it was prevailed upon, even be- 
fore that, to grant equal right to the false teaching of 
Dr. Graebner as well as to other, conflicting views, con- 
cerning the true meaning of Romans 16, 17. In an 
“Opinion” on Romans 16, 17.18 the faculty has con- 
fessed its own inability to decide in this matter. We 
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quote: “We shall probably never be able to say with 
absohite certainty whether Paul is here issuing a gen- 
eral warning or is speaking of a special group, and if the 
latter is the case, what particular group he has in mind,” 

Thus the full clearness of Holy Seri ipture in Romans 16, 
17f{, which is admittedly a part of the “analogy” or rule 
of our faith, the clear passages of the Scriptures them- 
selves which set forth the individual doctrines, by which 
all doctrine is to be tested, and a very “seat” or foun- 
dation of the doctrine of church fellowship so far as 
the source of all Christian doctrine is concerned, is de- 
nied. Cp. Church Fellowship; Opinions by the Faculty 
of Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, Missouri; Manuscript 
for Course in Dogmaties. C, P. H., 1946, This is 
error tn its second slage. So far Dr. Gracbner himself 
and his associates on the Lutheran Witness staff are 
concerned, they are already further prostituting this 
official organ of the Missouri Synod to their own illegi- 
timate ends by contending for crror, as regards the 
understanding of Romans 16, 17, im its third stage, 
which is that of sole right and dominance, Cp. Luther- 
an Witness, December 14, 1948, p, 408f and 414. Such 
is the progress of error in our midst tod: uy! Cp. 1 Cor. 
5, 6; Gal. 5, 9; 2 Tim. 2, 17. Dr. Graebner and his 
associates are also diligently implementing their teach- 
ing by their practice and by their encouragement of 
others to follow them in this — fraternization with 
errorists — as witness the National Lutheran Editors 
Association, the Association of Lutheran Seminarians, 
and a host of other unionistic ventures carefully pub- 
licized in the Lutheran Witness these days. — P. H. B.) 


The Separation Which God Has Expressly 
Enjoined in Romans 16, 17 

As to Church union, God has told us ex- 
pressly that we are to “keep’ the unity of the 
spirit, that unity which already exists; that unity 
we are to keep by refraining from false doctrine 
and from an ungodly life. Fle has not told us 
that we must as a Church unite with heretical bo- 
dies for the sake of preserving one united front 
against Hinduism and Mohammedanism. He has 
rather expressly commanded ws to be separate 
from those who teach error, Rom. 16, 17. 

Dr. Martin S. Sommer, in Lutheran Witness, 
1921, p. 67. (Our emphasis.) 


Romans 16, 17 In Its Simple and 
Clear Meaning 
There is one thing which is to cause us to 
separate even from those who claim to be Chris- 
tians, and that is false teaching, teaching that is 
contrary to the doctrine which we have learned 
from the Bible. Our Lord has expressly told us 
that we are to mark them that cause divisions 
and offenses contrary to the doctrine we have 
learned and to avoid them. Rom. 16, 17. 
Dr, Martin S. Sommer, in Lutheran Wi ifness, 
LOE DLs: 


Unionism Defined According to Romans 16, 17 

For the sake of our very young readers we 
shall again explain what we mean by unionism. 
It is a religious cooperation between a Church 
which teaches the truth and one whose preachers 


teach error and deceptions. God has forbidden 
both to teach error and to join in religious work 
with those who teach and defend false doctrines. 
Rom. 16, 17. 

Dr. Martin S. Sommer, in Lutheran Witness, 
1929, p. 248. 


The Essence of Unionism 
In Its More Insidious Form 
By unionism we mean a definite thing. Tt is 

involved, of course, wherever church leaders try 
to unite religious bodies oes of the doc- 
tvines which they teach and of the practises ee 
they uphold. A more insidious form, by far, 
the tendency to unite those in worship and os 
ligious undertakings who are not united in the 
faith: and this really is the essence of unionism: 
joint worship and work where there is no unity 
of doctrine. 


Dr. Theo. Ceebush 
1928, p. 35f. 


in Lutheran 
(Our emphasis. ) 


Witness, 


A True Evaluation of Unionism 
and of Separation 


Unionism is sinful, for it is disobedience of 
God’s command; it is futil c, for it has never pro- 
duced unity ; it ig ridiculous, for it beateth the air; 
and it is confusing, for it follows changeable and 
uncertain human calculations instead of the clear 
directions of the Master. 

They who remain separate from errorists take 
the safe, clean, and uncertain path which God has 
pointed out to us, Rom. 16, 17: “Now I beseech 
you, brethren, mark them which cause divisions 
and offenses contrary to the doctrine which ye 
have learned; and avoid them. 

Dr. Martin S. Sommer, in Lutheran Witness, 
1919, p. 361, 


Separation from Errorists the 
the Greatest Testimony 


(Eprrortat Nore: In 1919 Professors O. A. In- 
gelstad and S, C. Yivisaker announced their resignation 
from the Norwegian Lutheran merger church, Prof. 
Ingelstad announced his withdrawal after his district 
had approved the connection of the Norwegian body with 
the National Lutheran Council. Prof. Yivisaker an- 
nounced that he no longer entertained any hope that 
there would be rectification, of the points in which the 
Norwegian merger acted_ “contrary to the Word of 
God and the Lutheran Confessions,” and, as another 
reason for his withdrawal, he made reference to the 
endorsement of the National Lutheran Council by sev- 
eral districts of the Norwegian merger. On that occa- 
sion Dr. Theo. Graebner set forth the following prin- 
ciple, which he and his associates on the Lutheran |/7t- 
ness staff reject today. — P. H. B.) 


The resignation of these men calls to mind 
the expression of Charles H. Spurgeon: “T have 
taken a deep interest in the struggles of the or- 
thodox brethren; but I have never advised those 
struggles, nor entertained the slightest hope of 
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their success. My course has been of another 
kind. .As soon as I saw, or thought I saw, that 
error had become firmly established, I did not 
deliberate, but quitted the body at once. Since 
then my counsel has been, ‘Come ye out from 
among them.’ I have felt that no protest could 
be equal to that of distinct separation.” 

Dr. Theo. Graebner, in Lutheran Witness, 
1919, p, 250, 


The Testimony of the Lutheran Church 
In Its Historic Confession 


“Tt is not an casy matter to undertake to be 
separate from so many people and to teach a 
different doctrine.” We have placed that sen- 
tence at the top of the first page of the Lutheran 
Witness in order to testify to all that it is cer- 
tainly no easy matter for us to undertake to be 
separate from so many people who call them- 
selves Christtans and many of whom no doubt 
ARE Christians. But we have also added our 
reason for doing that which it is not easy to do: 
“But here is God’s command, instructing every 
one to beware of joining hands with those who 
teach error.” Concerning all errorists God has 
told us: “Come out from among them and be ye 
separate,” 2 Cor. 6,17. These words ought to be 
sufficient for every one who does not only say, 
Lord, Lord” to God, but is actually willing also 
to do the will of God. 


Dr. Martin S. Sommer, in Lutheran Witness, 
1928, p. 113. (Our emphasis.) 


(Eprronta, Nore: In 1936 the Lutheran Witness 
staff removed the above celebrated reference of the 
Lutheran Church to the Word of God as it is contained 
in Romans 16, 17 in its Smalcald Articles and in its 
Formula of Concord, from the masthead of that organ. 
Today the Lutheran Witness pooh-poohs the Scriptural 
principle there set forth by the Lutheran Church as its 
confession once and for all, as well as its own former 
testimony to it as set forth above, and teaches a wholly 
contrary principle unhindered by responsible officials 
within the Missouri Synod. Cp. e. g., Lutheran Witness, 
Pebruary 25, 1947, p. 59: “Romans 16, 17f refers to un- 
Christian enemies of the Church who by deceitful tactics 
are trying to seduce Christians, undermining and frus- 
trating the Christian message.” Cp. also Lutheran Wit- 
ness, December 14, 1948, p. 414. — P. H. B.) 


Must We According to Romans 16:17 
Really Avoid Also the ‘Faithful 
Christians’ in Eroristic Churches? 

Fow does it happen that there are Christians, 
good, genuine Christians, even in those Churches 
in which some serious errors are taught? 

One thing is certain: the errors which are 
taught in these Churches did not and do not pro- 
duce these Christians! TFalsehoods, errors, non- 
sense, and perversions of the truth never produce 
Christian faith. True Christian faith can be pro- 


duced by no other means whatsoever than by the 
truth of God’s holy Word. . 

A person who could enjoy the precious privi- 
lege of hearing all of God’s Word in its entire 
integrity, but carelessly neglects this privilege and 
attends a church where error and truth are pre- 
sented to. him in varying proportions, wrongs 
himself. We permits some one to feed his poor 
soul on adulterated food. Such a one also sins 
against God, who has expressly told us to avoid 
those who cause divisions and offenses contrary 
to the doctrine which we have learned from God’s 
Word. And he sins also against others by his 
evil example. . 

All religious errors are dangerous, destructive, 
and poisonous. 

But should we not, then, because of the faith- 
ful Christians in some other Churches, cease to 
condemn these Churches and join these Chris- 
tians at least in an outward cordial cooperation 
and brotherhood? My dear reader, who of us 
could go into these other Churches and pick out 
those from among them who are malicious ene- 
mies of the truth, and those who are faithful 
Christians? None of us can do that. God alone 
knows all those who are truly His own. THe will 
also deal with them according to His grace and 
wisdom. But every one of us ought to be able to 
recognize false doctrine when he hears it clearly 
proclaimed. And here we have and must follow 
the express commandment of our Lord in which 
Ie has told us that we are to mark those who 
cause divisions and offenses contrary to the doc- 
trine of His own holy Word, and to avoid them. 

Dr. Martin S. Sommer, in Lutheran Witness, 
1920, p. 83f. 

(Eprroriat Nove: As regards the present defection 
from the Scriptural truth voiced in Romans 16, 17f, as 
set forth above, by the editorial staff of the Lutheran 
Witness, it may be stated for the sake of historical 
record that the first attack on Romans 16, 17 by the 
Lutheran Witness staff occurred in 1943 (p. 273f.). 
Speaking of “a reluctance to open with joint prayers 
those pastoral conferences which have been held in the 
past few years to establish, by the help of God, unity of 
confession in the Lutheran Church,” an “Editorial Sur- 
vey” on “Obstacles of Lutheran Union” said: “The fact 
remains that very definitely such refusal to join in 
prayer, defended with reference to Romans 16, 17 and 
similar texts, has proved an obstacle to a better under- 
standing.”"In 1945 there followed the joint effort of 
members of the Lutheran Witness staff with other lib- 
erals towards producing the anti-Missourian Statement 
of the “44” with its public attack on Romans 16, 17. 
We have already noted the Lutheran Witiess’ final 
formal announcement of its new position, contained in 
the Lutheran Witness of February 25, 1947, p. 59: “We 
incline to the notion, supported by more than 30 com- 
mentaries which we have consulted, that Rom. 16, 17f£ 
refers to un-Christian enemies of the Church who by 
deceitful tactics are trying to seduce Christians, under- 
mining and frustrating the Christian message.” 


P. H. B.) 
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Are We According to Romans 16:17 to 
Judge the Heart of Men Who Err? 

They say that though the head of these men 
may err, their heart is right. But who knows 
that their heart is right? Has God told us to 
judge the secrets of their thoughts? God has 
told us plainly: “Mark them which cause divi- 
sions and offenses contrary to the doctrine which 
ye have learned; and avoid them.” Rom. 16, 17. 
We are not to judge their hearts, we are to judge 
the teacher’s doctrine, and we are to avoid the 
teacher of false doctrine. Let his heart be what 
it will; God will attend to that matter. 


Dr. Martin S. Sommer, in Lutheran Witness, 
1921, p. 343. 


(EprtorraL Nore: The theses on THE DOC- 
TRINE OF THE CHURCH: SUBMITTED FOR 
DISCUSSION by Pres. Behnken toward settlement of 
issues raised by members of the Lutheran Witness staff 
and other anti-Missourians in our midst contain the 
same error for which these men are contending. Thus 
it is by no means correct when these theses say, p. 10: 
“Love compels us to treat the local congregation as the 
ecclesia at that place.’ Love requires no more of us 
than that we treat a local congregation according to its 
profession in word and deed. We tell an_ heretical 
Christian congregation: ‘You are a sect, even though 
the Church (true believers) is among you.’ Nor is it 
correct when it is said at the same place that the at- 
tributes of the ecclesia can be ascribed to the local con- 
gregation by a figure of speech. In his letter of Jan- 
uary 27, 1948, to the clergy of the Missouri Synod, ac- 
companying the theses in question, Dr. Belinken has 
correctly said: “Not everything said about the invisible 
Church can be applied to the visible Church.” We must 
appeal from a poorly informed president (in the theses) 
to a better informed president (in his letter). Said 
theses are themselves sorely in need of correction and 
can by no means serve to settle existing controversy in 
our midst, particularly that incited by the “44.” As they 
read, they can only serve to aggravate and prolong such 
controversy. — P. H. B.) 


Should Charity Prevent Our Separation from 
Christians in Erroristic Churches? 

Charity concerns persons; and the persons in 
erring Churches we may love and _ esteem. 
Charity does not concern doctrine; where there is 
false doctrine and disobedience to our Lord’s ex- 
pressed will, we must be separate. This is not 
an easy thing to maintain, precisely on account of 
the lovable character of many Christians outside 
our own circles. What a lamentable thing that 
we cannot address such men as brethren. But the 
Word of God is absolutely clear on this point. 
Charity cannot determine our relation to doctrine. 
“He that loves father or mother more than Me 
is not worthy of Me.” It is God’s doctrine, not 
our own, and on the basis of it alone can there 
be Christian fellowship. And unity of doctrine 
can be attained, only, ONLY, by testifying for 
the truth and against every form of error. 

Dr. Ch. P. Krauth, of the General Council, 
one of the greatest of American-Lutheran theo- 


logians, said in 1866: “Love resulting from faith 
is God’s best gift. Love that grows out of oppo- 
sition or indifference to faith, God abhors. “There 
can be no true love where there is not also true 
hatred — no love to truth without abhorrence of 
error.” 

Dr. Theo. Graebner, in Lutheran Witness, 


1919, p. 170. 


Is It Lack of Charity to Expose Errorists 
and to Warn Against Them? 

Is it lack of charity to warn against false doc- 

trine? There are those who will most emphati- 

cally reply in the affirmative. To them it is a 

distinct lack of charity to expose error and error- 

ists and to warn against them. 

But are we to let our course be determined 
by such opinions? All error in spiritual matters 
detracts from the glory of God, gives the lie to 
the Word of God, is a menace to men’s souls, and 
has a tendency to destroy faith, thus depriving 
people of eternal life. Is it an act of charity 
for a child of God to remain silent in order to 
spare the feelings of people with good inten- 
tions? 

If that be charity, our Savior was most un- 
charitable. Wherever He went, He always ex- 
posed the false teachings and teachers of His 
day and warned against them. The same thing 
applies to all the apostles. Again and again they 
not only taught positive truth, but also exposed 
error and warned against it. God Himself makes 
it the duty of His children to contend for His 
honor. For those who fail Him in this He has 
words of the severest condemnation, calling them 
“dumb dogs.” To pastors and teachers especially 
God says: “Son of man, I have made thee a 
watchman unto the house of Israel; therefore 
hear the word at My mouth and give them warn- 
ing from Me. When I say unto the wicked, 
Thou shalt surely die, and thou givest him not 
warning nor speakest to warn the wicked from 
his wicked way to save his life, the same wicked 
man shall die in his iniquity; but his blood will I 
require at thine hand,” Ezek. 3, 17.18. All false 
doctrine is wickedness against God. And _ vet, 
swayed by the ungodly spirit of unionism, some 
would not only remain silent themselves, but ex- 


pect silence on the part of others lest somebody 
be offended. 


If a declaration of God’s Word and God’s 
will and God’s principles is offensive to man, that 
should never intimidate His children. If it does 
and they keep silent when they ought to speak, 
they are guilty of a total lack of charity. 

Ie. H. Gade, in Lutheran Witness, 1935, p. 
373f. (Our emphasis.) 
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How Romans 16, 18 Supports Romans 16, 17 

In Rom. 16, 17 we find these words: “Now 
I beseech you, brethren, mark them which cause 
divisions and offenses contrary to the doctrine 
which ye have learned; and avoid them.’ That 
this passage forbids fellowship with those who 
cause divisions and offenses contrary to the apos- 
tolic teaching cannot be denied. 

The following verse, in our humble opinion, 
by no means proves that this cannot be applied to 
denominationalism of today. We maintain that 
a Christian is not serving Christ, but himself, his 
own conceived opinions and advantages, and mis- 
leads the simple-hearted when he promulgates 
doctrines and practices contrary to apostolic 
teaching. The principle of non-fellowship with 
errorists is plainly taught in this Scripture-text, 
and that is all we claim to prove by it at this time. 

From an article by J. G. Troutman, in 
Lutheran Standard, reprinted in Lutheran Wit- 
ness, 1921, p. 227. (Our emphasis.) 

(That the Lutheran Witness today denies the above 


simple Scriptural truth, we have shown over and over 
again. -—— P. H. B.) 


Summing Up the Sound Lutheran Position 
The venerable John Musacus of the theologi- 
cal faculty of Jena, who died in 1681, summed up 
the sound Lutheran position in a short “opinion,” 
which is worth quoting. Musacus wrote: — 

“One cannot well distinguish between teachers 
of error and the churches in which they hold 
membership. They, have a joint responsibility. 
When erroneous doctrine is taught as a public 
doctrine of a church body, — as when the Church 
remains silent or tolerates it —- the Church must 
be held fully responsible. A church-hody never 
rises in its entirety in any certain place and there 
utters its opinion. It calls men who speak in its 
own place. If such teachers promulgate false 
doctrine, 0 member of that Church can say that 
it is not his business and that he is not responsible. 
Every outsider will assume that the members 
stand back of the teachers whom they have called. 
Unless they publicly announce their dissent, every 
one will regard them as in agreement with the 
heretical teachings of their leaders.” 

In the Missouri Synod these standards of 
church-fellowship have ever been recognized. 
When false teaching began to rear its head, the 
local brethren and congregations held themselves 
responsible. When admonition failed, the con- 
ference held pastors and congregations respon- 
sible for the error in their midst. If the confer- 
ence failed, the District would hold it responsible. 
Should it ever happen that a District fail in 
bringing an errorist to a withdrawal of his teach- 
ings, the Synod would hold the District respon- 
sible so long as that errorist is tolerated in its 


midst. All this is self-evident to a Missouri 
Synod Lutheran or to a Lutheran of the Wiscon- 
sin Synod or of any synod affiliated with our own. 
It is not so self-evident in other Lutheran bodies. 
There error is tolerated. There men of unsound 
views are permitted to teach and write as repre- 
sentatives of the Church. There district synods 
whose practise is unscriptural are tolerated by the 
general body. To introduce the principle out- 
lined above into such synods would not be a 
change of minor importance, but would absolutely 
disrupt these bodies. There would be turmoil the 
minute the true Lutherans in their midst would 
hegin to assert themselves and enforce the Scrip- 
tural principle of church-fellowship. One can 
“get away” from this principle only by pleading 
that no one can say what the Bible really teaches. 
But by making this plea, you run counter to the 
Bible itself, which declares itself the Word of the 
all-wise and loving God, who surely was able and 
willing so to speak that no one has an excuse 
for misunderstanding Him. Only by denying the 
clearness of Scripture can unionism be excused. 

Dr. Theo. Graebner, in Lutheran Witness, 
1926, p. 126. (Our emphasis.) 

(Eprrorrat Nore: We have shown over and over 
again that error is tolerated by officials of the Missouri 
Synod today. In the Lutheran Wiiness and in Concordia 
Theological Seminary in St. Louis men of unsound views 
are permitted to teach and write as representatives of 
the Church. We have also shown that the entire faculty 
of the seminary in St. Louis has been prevailed upon to 
“get away” from the principle of church fellowship set 
forth by the Lutheran Witness in 1926, by pleading that 
no one can say what the Bible really teaches in Romans 
16, 17. It has, as an excuse for unionism (toleration of 
conflicting opinions of individual faculty members in the 
matter of the clear word and teaching of God in Romans 
16, 17) denied the clearness of Scripture in this basic 
passage against unionism. In doing $0, the faculty has 
“run counter to the Bible itself, which declares itself 
the Word of the all wise and loving God, who surely 
was able and willing so to speak that 0 one has an 
excuse for misunderstanding Him.” As for ourselves, 
we will have none of the “Bible” which Dr. Graebner 
has lately been concocting for himself and which he is 
trying to dish out to others; nor of the false “opinion 
of the St. Louis faculty. Fortunately, these men are not 
our synod. Nor are our officials to whom we have 
time and again appealed in vain for evangelical removal 
of such error. Quite the contrary, all of these are men 
who are accountable to the Missouri Synod; and it is 
with Synod itself as such that we shall finally rest our 
case. To this day, the Missouri Synod ts a confesstonat 
fellowship which is in tts official documents, for, tn- 
stance in its “Brief Statement,” as such still committed 
to the Scriptural teaching that is actually contained tn 
Romans 16, 17f and elsewhere as concerns the doctrine 
of church fellowship and unionism. As certainly as 
Synod holds to its Scriptural position, just so certainly 
will it have to repject the errors under discussion — and 
deal accordingly with the men responsible for them, 
In the meanwhile, we shall continue to remind all loyal 
members of the Missouri Synod that “no member of 
that church can say that it is not his business and that 
he is not responsible’ when teachers who have been 
called to speak in place of our church body are promul- 
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gating false teaching. We call upon all such members 
to let their light shine, to let their voice be heard, now, 
and. to continue to raise it incessantly in behalf of 
the truth. God will bless every faithful testimony, even 
as He has been constantly blessing our humble and 
meager efforts in such a measure as to put any feeble- 
ness of faith on our part to shame. — P. H. B.) 
(To be continued) 


Tracts on the Doctrinal Differences be- 
tween the Synodical Conference and the 
American Lutheran Church — No. 1: A 
Stunmary View; No. 2: The Inspiration and 
Inerrancy of the Scriptures; No. 3: The 
Clearness of Scripture; No. 4: The Doc- 
trine of Conversion; No. 5: The Doctrine 
of Predestination; No. 5-B: Scriptural Re- 
quirements of a Union Platform; No. 6: 
Vhe Church; No, 7: The Public Ministry. 
(No. 8, on the Last Things, is in prepara- 
tion. ) 

Price, each: Single copy, 5 cents, post- 
paid; Dozen, 50 cents, postpaid ; 100, $3.00, 
postpaid. 

Order from Tract Department, The Con- 
fessional Lutheran Publicity Bureau, Box 4, 
Elizabeth, Illinois. 

Contributions to our tract fund are ap- 
preciated, 


© The St. Louis Faculty-Opinion 
On Romans 16:17-18 


In the early part of 1946 the President of 
Synod asked the St. Louis faculty to issue guide- 
lines for a study of the six most prominent issues 
which had been raised by the Chicago Statement. 
One of these was to be a guide-line for the study 
of Romans 16:17-18. The St. Louis faculty at- 
tempted to bring about the preparation and. ac- 
ceptance of such a guide-line as a joint venture 
with the Springfield faculty. However, the 
faculty of our Seminary in Springfield was not 
willing to accept the position that Romans 16 :17- 
{8 does not clearly teach that all false teachers 
must be avoided, as claimed by the St. Louis pro- 
fessors, and thus this effort of a unified guide- 
line fell through. As a result, the St. Louis 
faculty adopted its own opinton of the text. The 
St. Louis faculty opinion on “The Six Points,” 
adopted May-June, 1946, is contained in “Church 
Fellowship: Opinions by the Faculty of Concor- 
dia Seminary, St. Louis, Missouri; Manuscript 
for Course in Dogmatics, Concordia Publishing 
House, 1946,” and is being used by Dr. Theo. 
Graebner in his Seminary classes. The “Opin- 
ion” on Romans 16, 17f. evidently reflects the 
present position of the faculty, on this text, for 


it was quoted to a pastor of our Synod as such 
as late as May, 1948. 


Where Does St. Louis Stand On This Text? 
The opinion in question reads as follows: 
“Whatever difficulties touching details inter- 

preters may find in this text, it is plain that Paul 
here sounds a warning against the tendency to be 
indifferent as to the doctrine to be taught in the 
Christian Church. Some theologians give the 
passage a more specific bearing than others do, 
referring it, for example, to Judaizers; but ulti- 
mately all in one way or another find here a warn- 
ing against false teachers who cause divisions 
and offenses. We shall probably never be able 
to say with absolute certainty whether Paul is 
here issuing a general warning or is speaking of a 
special group, and if the latter is the case, what 
particular group he has in mind. Moreover, the 
view that the words ‘against the doctrine which 
you have learned’ are an adverbial modifier be- 
longing to the participle ‘causing’ (poiountas) ap- 
peals to some of us. Others are not convinced 
that this is the construction which is intended by 
the apostle. Some would hold that v. 18 shows 
definitely that Paul is pointing to people who are 
not Christians ; others deny this, 

“This text has always been considered in our 
Synod a strong proof-text against untonism. 
Many hold that St. Paul here inculcates that all 
false teachers must be avoided. But even if the 
construction favored by those who take the afore- 
mentioned prepositional phrase as an adverbial 
modifier is endorsed (which makes the transla- 
tion read: ‘Mark those who, in opposition to the 
teaching which you have learned, are causing di- 
visions and offenses’), and even if v. 18 is held 
to make it plain that Paul is speaking of people 
who are not Christians, the text still contains a 
warning against false doctrine. (a) Its message 
in that case still includes a warning against the 
causing of divisions and offenses; (b) since di- 
visions and offenses are usually caused by false 
doctrine, it includes a warning against the teach- 
ing of doctrinal errors; and (c) includes an in- 
junction that those who persistently (note the 
present participle!) are engaged in causing divi- 
sions and offenses by false teaching must be 
avoided. 

“We are all agreed that where differences of 
opinion pertain to purely exegetical matters breth- 
ren must be willing to bear with one another, and 
that in such cases the chief principle to be ob- 
served is that the interpretation must not violate 
the analogy of faith. 

“Besides, we are all, agreed that there are 
many other passages which inculcate the sacred 
duty of striving for purity of doctrine and of 
avoiding false teaching. How Paul views doc- 
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trinal errors he tells us most effectively, Gal. 5:9, 
‘A little leaven leaveneth the whole lump,’ His 
position on the treatment of heretics is plainly 
stated, Titus 3, 10, ‘A man that is an heretic after 
the first and second admonition reject.’ Every 
attempt to make the apostles out as having been 
indifferent in matters of doctrine must fail in 
view of the passages quoted and similar one, ¢. g., 
Gal. 1:8, ‘Though we or an angel from heaven 
preach any other Gospel unto you than that which 
we have preached unto you, Jet him be accursed,’ 
IH John 10:11, ‘If there come any unto you and 
bring not this doctrine, receive him not into your 
house, neither bid him Godspeed; for he that 
biddeth him Godspeed is partaker of his evil 
deeds’.” 


Removing a Seat of Doctrine 

It is indeed difficult to understand how our 
St. Louis facully could have adopted an opinion 
of this kind on a text which Synod has always 
used and still uses today as clearly inculcating 
the teaching that all false teachers must be 
avoided. According to this opinion, the faculty 
is no longer willing to quote Rom, 16:17, as 
Synod’s constitution does, as its prooftext against 
“sectarianism” (Art. III, 1). It might be pointed 
out that Dr. Walther, in explaining this word in 
the constitution in the Lutheraner, Vol. III, 2: 
defined sectarians as “such as sever themselves 
from the true doctrine and in one or another 
article introduce antiscriptural, that is, false doc- 
trine, disseminate it, or at least adhere to it and 
obstinately defend it.” 

The faculty is also no longer willing to quote 
this text, as does the Brief Statement of the Doc- 
irinal Position of the Missouri Synod, reaffirmed 
in 1947, as a clear text forbidding “church fellow- 
ship with the adherents of false doctrine” (which 
definitely includes all adherents of false doctrine). 
These official documents of our Synod, as well as 
Pieper’s Christliche Dogmatik, the Concordia 
Cyclopedia, the Popular Symbolics, and many 
others too numerous to mention accept Rom. 
16:17 as a doctrinal text which clearly teaches 
that we must avoid all false teachers. While the 
faculty is willing to admit that “imany hold that 
St. Paul here inculcates that all false teachers 
must be avoided,” it can be clearly seen from 
this opinion that the faculty as such no longer 
shares that position. In other words, our St. 
Louis faculty is no longer willing to quote Rom. 
16:17 as does our Synodical Catechism to prove 
that we must “avoid all false churches,” and 
against the practice of giving communion “to 
those of a different faith.’ (Questions 186, D 
and 326, D.) 

The disagreement which exists within the 
faculty in regard to this proof-text on unionism 


is clearly stated in the opinion. There was only 
one point in connection with their study of this 
text on which the entire faculty was able to come 
to an agreement, and that is that this text : con- 
tains a warning against false doctrine.” hat, 
and nothing more. To the faculty this text is no 
longer a text which inculeates that all false teach~ 
ers must be avoided. 


A New Analogy of Faith on the 
Part of the Faculty 

This one point on which the faculty was able 
to agree, namely, that Rom. 16:17 “contains a 
warning against false doctrine,” is also the ana- 
logy of faith in this text as far as the faculty is 
concerned. It is willing to allow any opinion 
(“interpretation”) of this text which does not 
violate that teaching. Every other part of this 
text outside of the warning against false doctrine 
is regarded by the faculty as unclear, for after 
reference to at least three different interpreta- 
tions of the text in the first two paragraphs with- 
out acceptance or rejection of any one of them, 
the faculty draws the conclusion: “We are all 
agreed that where differences of opinion pertain 
to purely exegetical matters, brethren must be 
willing to bear with one another, and that in such 
cases the chief principle to be observed is that 
the interpretation must not violate the analogy of 
faith.” o  etetas 

Needless to say, this last stated principle 1s in 
itself correct, and must be upheld at all costs. 
But the faculty’s manner of insistence on this 
principle with specific regard to this text is al- 
together wrong. In the first place, the analogy 
of faith in this text (defined in our Brief State- 
ment as “the clear passages of the Scriptures 
themselves which sct forth the individual doc- 
trines”) is not mercly, as the faculty claims, a 
general warning against false doctrine, but rather 
the direct command that aid false teachers must be 
avoided. Since Rom. 16:17 is a clear text in 
which the Scriptures themselves set forth the 
doctrine that all false teachers must be avoided, 
every interpretation of this text which runs 
counter to that teaching must be rejected as a 
denial of what the text plainly teaches. For 
here we are dealing with a “difference m exegesis 
that affects doctrine.” (See agreement by Inter- 
synodical Committee in. Australia, Lutheran Wit- 
ness, September 21, 1948, p. 306), and not merely 
with “differences of opinion pertaining ‘to purely 
exegetical matters.” In other words, the faculty 
does not formally reject the analogy of faith. 
But it rejects it materially precisely inasmuch as 
if rejects as such what is clearly revealed in this 
passage, ; : ; 

The St. Louis faculty is operating with a dif- 
ferent analogy of faith for the doctrine that “ALL 
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false teachers must be avoided” than is used by 
the Missouri Synod and its Constitution, in its 
BRIEF STATEMENT AND IN ITS SYNODICAL CATE- 
cHism, and it has declared itself in this opinion 
as being willing to bear with those who make pro- 
paganda for interpretations of this text which are 
a denial of the clear doctrine there taught. 


Tolerating the Denial of God’s Plain Words 

The faculty tells us that we must be willing to 
bear with those who “hold that V. 18 shows defi- 
nitely that Paul is pointing to people who are not 
Christians,’ even though no proof is adduced in 
support of this claim. If the faculty has found 
sonvething in v. 18 which supports the contention 
that this text applies only to non-Christians and 
not to ALL false teachers, and which shows that 
the use which Synod is making of this text is 
wrong, then this ought to be brought to the at- 
tention of Synod without further delay. Unless 
this proof is forthcoming, the members of Synod 
can hardly be expected to believe that they have 
been guilty all these years of misunderstanding 
and misapplying this text in applying it to ALL 
false teachers, and in using it as a basis for the 
Scriptural teaching on unionism. 

That the judgment of the apostle in v. 18: 
“for they that are such serve not the Lord Jesus 
Christ but their own belly” does not identify the 
people here referred to as non-Christians can 
easily be seen. The context in which these words 
appear shows that this judgment applies only with 
respect to the action referred to in v. 17, and not 
to the lives of these people as such; just as in 
Matt. 16:23 the words directed by the Savior to 
Simon Peter apply not to Peter’s life as such, but 
rather to Peter’s previous action in seeking to 
dissuade Christ from going down to Jerusalem to 
die. Since the sentence would have to be made 
to read: “They never serve the Lord Jesus Christ 
but always their own belly” if it were to identify 
these people as non-Christians, we certainly can- 
not agree with the faculty that we must be willing 
to bear with those who practice such “eisegesis” 
(putting things into a text, instead of letting the 
text speak for itself). Let us never forget what 
God’s Word says about such practice in Rev. 
22:18-19! 

The faculty also feels that we must be willing 
to bear with those who translate: “Mark those 
who, in opposition to the teaching which you have 
learned, are causing divisions and offenses.” 
Now, aside from the fact that this rendering of 
the text is not shared by a single recognized trans- 
lator or Greek scholar of the past or present, and 
has been shown to be textually unsupportable 
(e. g., by Dr. Hoerber, A Grammatical Study of 
Rom. 16:17), we ask: Why is it that those who 
favor this translation.hold upon the basis of it 


that this text forbids fellowship with non-Chris- 
tian errorists only? Since the proponents of this 
translation admit that the division-making here 
referred to is usually caused by false doctrine, 
and even concede that the word “doctrine” 
(didachee) denotes the entire body of Christian 
doctrine (corpus doctrinae), why are these men 
unwilling to admit that this text “inculcates that 
all false teachers must be avoided”? Or where 
is there in the text or context any indication that 
what is here written is to be limited to Judaizers? 
These arbitrary limitations of the scope and ap- 
plication of this clear text certainly do not be- 
long to the “purely exegetically matters” in which 
“brethren must be willing to bear with one an- 
other.” 


Not to be Mistaken for a Concession 
to the Truth 


It should also be kept in mind that when at 
the end of the second paragraph of this opinion 
it is stated that this text, “c) includes the injunc- 
tion that those who persistently (note the present 
participle!) are engaged in causing divisions and 
offenses by false teaching must be avoided,” this 
is said in contradistinction to the position held 
by those referred to in the first part of that para- 
graph where it is stated “that St. Paul here in- 
culeates that all false teachers must be avoided.” 
These two Statements are, therefore, not identi- 
cal in meaning as far as the faculty is concerned. 
It should be noted that the sentence: “Those who 
persistently are engaged in causing divisions and 
offenses must be avoided” in no way indicates — 
what application of this text the faculty has in 
mind. For the sentence is no more than a trans- 
lation of v. 17, leaving out the words “contrary 
to the doctrine which ye have learned,” and ad- 
ding the words “by false teaching.” That this 
sentence makes no concessions to the true doc- 
trine found in this text is shown by the fact that 
at pastoral conferences at which A Statement 
was under discussion, Dr. Arndt and other lead- 
ing signers stoutly asserted that only non-Chris- 
tian errorists can persistently cause divisions and 
offenses. The ambiguous nature of this sentence 
is also indicated in the opinion itself, since also 
those who maintain “that Paul is speaking of 
people who are not Christians” are willing to 
agree to this sentence. 

It should furthermore be noted that the one 
clear teaching which the faculty as such was abl 
to find in this text was not that this text issues ¢ 
warning against all false teachers, but mere], 
that it “contains a warning against false doc- 
trine.” Those members of the faculty who hol. 
that this text warns against people who are nor 
Christians can find in it only a warning again. 
those errors which overthrow the fundament 
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truths of salvation; while those who accept the 
words of this text as they read find in it a warn- 
ing against all false doctrine. Therefore, even 
that admission had to remain in its present in- 
definite form. 

Finally, it should be noted that the texts 
quoted in the last paragraph are not adduced to 
support the doctrine that “all false teachers must 
be avoided,” but rather in support of “the sacred 
duty of striving for purity of doctrine and of 
avoiding false teaching.” After removing 
Rom. 16:17 as a clear proof-text which forbids 
fellowship with all false teachers and their adher- 
ents, the faculty makes no attempt to show that 
this doctrine is directly taught in other texts of 
Scripture; in other words, the faculty has failed 
to give the assurance that it finds this doctrine 
(that all false teachers are to be avoided) taught 
in other prohibitory passages on unionism. That 
this omission is not merely accidental is shown 
from the faculty’s own guide-lines on “Separa- 
tion and Unionism,” in which it is stated that the 
prohibitory passages on unionism such as Rom. 
16:17, Matt. 7:15, etc., demand “that we confess 
the truth and that we do not deny it.” This is of 
important doctrinal significance, since it is @ 
departure from the position of Synod that these 
passages form the seat of doctrine (sedes doc- 
trinae) for the teaching that all joint religious 


work and worship with adherents of fals¢ doctrine 
is forbidden. 


The Doctrinal Import of This Opinion 

Since this opinion of the faculty expresses tol- 
eration for interpretations of Rom. 16:17 which 
deny what the plain words of the text say or 
which add things to the text whereby its appli- 
cation is limited, and since it fails to confess it- 
self to what the text plainly teaches, it must be 
thoroughly rejected and condemned. 

We are concerned here not with “purely exe- 
getical matters,” but with interpretations that 
affect doctrine. The text which is under consid- 
eration here is one which because of its clear 
and simple presentation of doctrine belongs to 
the very foundation or “seat” of the Scriptural 
teaching on “unionism.” 

If Synod were to accept the treatment given 
by the faculty to this clear text on unionism, then 
it would have to stand ready to tolerate similar 
treatment of texts which form the basis of other 
doctrines of Scripture. If we were to accept the 
faculty’s opinion on Rom. 16:17, then we would 
have no reason for rejecting a similar opinion 
on the part of anyone in Synod on the words of 
institution: “Take, eat, this is My body; drink 
ye all of it, this is My blood.” Such an opinion 
could read about as follows: “Some theologians 
hold that these words teach that not only bread 
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and wine, but also the true body and blood of 
Christ are received by the communicants; others 
hold that this is not the meaning of these words. 
We shall perhaps never know with absolute cer- 
tainty what the Saviour had in mind when He 
spoke these words. We are all agreed that where 
differences of opinion pertain to purely exegeti- 
cal matters brethren must be willing to bear with 
one another, and that in such cases the chief 
principle to be observed is that the interpretation 
must not violate the analogy of faith. Besides, 
we are all agreed that there are many other Scrip- 
ture passages which emphasize the doctrine of 
the Lord’s Supper, such as 1 Cor. 10:16, 1 Cor. 
11:27, Acts 2:42, and others.” 


Your Solemn Obligation 

Are you ready for this kind of treatment of 
texts of Holy Scripture which form the basis of 
our faith and for the departure from Scriptural 
doctrine in which it results? Are you willing to 
tolerate the denial of clear statements of God’s 
Word within our fellowship? If you do not 
want that, then you must be willing to protest 
against this opinion of our faculty to the respon- 
sible officials of synod, and eventually to synod 
itself. If you want our synod to retain the 
truth, then you must insist that our professors 
who are instructing the future pastors of our 
church accept the plain teaching of Romans 
16:17f. and apply this teaching to all false 
teachers and their adherents, as is done in our 
Brief Statement and in our Synodical Catechism 
as well as in other official publications which set 
forth the confession of our synod (for instance, 
its convention proceedings during these 100 
years), and in the official Confession of the Lu- 
theran Church: “Here is God’s command instruct- 
ing everyone to beware of joining hands with 
those who teach error.” (Tract Concerning the 
Power and Primacy of the Pope, Trigl. Conc., p. 
517, 41; Formula of Concord, Trig., p. 1060.) 

Tf the St. Louis faculty opinion were allowed 
to stand, it would certainly result in the loss of 
purity of doctrine for our synod. Let that not 
rest on your conscience because of any failure 
on your part to protest in this most vital matter! 

A. T. KRetzMaNnn. 


® Meeting of the Chicago Study 
Club, on February 1 and 2, 1949 
The encouraging and exhilarating mecting 
which we enjoyed on the first two days of Teb- 
ruary again proved the vitality and usefulness of 
the free conference known as the Chicago Study 
Club. There were well over eighty present on the 
first day, and many new faces appeared on the 
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second day of the meeting, so that there were 
about one hundred in attendance altogether. 

The morning of the first day was largely oc- 
cupied by the partial reading and discussion of a 
carefully prepared paper on “The Powers, Du- 
ties, and Responsibilities of Synodical Presidents 
in Doctrinal Matters” by Pastor B. I. Prange. 
In the afternoon session, reports were heard 
from various sections of Synod from which 
brethren were in attendance, such as Minnesota, 
Michigan, South Dakota, Iowa, Missouri, Ohio, 
Pennsylvania, and others. 

The second day’s sessions opened with a re- 
port on our Free Church in Germany presented 
by Pastor A. V. Kuster. This was followed by 
a very instructive paper on “The Use of ekkleesia 
in the Pauline Epistles” by Pastor A, G. Strand 
of our Norwegian sister Synod. 

Pastor TI. W. Romoser was re-clected chair- 
man of the Group; Pastor A. A. Brauer, vice- 
chairman; Pastor H. J. Wunderlich, recording 
secretary; and Pastor H. D. Mensing, corre- 
sponding secretary. These, plus four other pas~ 
tors and three laymen, constitute the Planning 
Comunittee, which arranges the programs of the 
Group. 

During the election, reports were heard from 
Pastor Jéldor Mueller, subscription manager of 
the Confessional Lutheran, and from Pastor P, 
EL. Burgdorf, editor. 

An enlightening outline on the “Present Con- 
tention over Church and Ministry” was presented 
hy Pastor A. C. Dahms. 

A number of practical matters were discussed 
and decided upon, which will, under God’s grace, 
prove productive of great blessing in our midst. 

W. H. McLaucnurn, M.S. T. 


ON THE UNION FRONT 


The New Camaraderie, Continued 

Affairs within the Missouri Synod must claim 
our attention again. It seems that there are still 
those who believe that the Statementarians did not 
mean business in 1945 or have undergone a 
brotherly change of heart since then. There are 
those who like to believe that somehow, some- 
where, someone is taking care of everything, so 
that unionism is being marvelously curbed with- 
in the Synod. But as we begin to review some 
more news facts it becomes apparent that there 
is no improvement in the situation, Those of 
Statementarian mind still consort with heterodox 
Lutherans at will. 


New York 

The Lutheran Society, Inc., in New York, 
had a busy month in October, 1948. According 
to a program received, a men’s Social Meeting 
was held on October 14, with the Rev. B. von 
Schenk (Missouri Synod) speaking on the topic 
“How We Got That Way.” The Invocation and 
tlre Benediction were given by two clergymen not 
of the Synodical Conference. 

The Lutheran Socicty sponsored a “Lutheran 
Conference” on October 23, 1948. Men of all 
Synods were on the conference committee, with 
the Rev. Louis Henze (Missouri) listed as Co- 
Chairman. The program shows the Rev. Walter 
G. Brunn (Missouri) as Ieader of morning de- 
votions, and Dr. O. P. Kretzmann, the Rev. Aug. 
Brustat, and the Rev. Arthur J. Doege, all of the 
Missouri Synod, intermixed with Drs. John R. 
Bacher and Morris Wee, and the Rev. Donald R. 
Heiges, all of the National Lutheran Council, as 
speakers. The afternoon program had the Rev. 
Walter G. Brunn (Missouri) as devotional leader 
and several of the National Lutheran Council 
clergy as speakers to fill out the day. The sub- 
jects under discussion were higher education, 
missions, aud welfare; not doctrinal differences. 

The climax of the Society’s program came on 
October 24, with the Atl-Lutheran Reformation 
Rally at the Waldorf-Astoria Hotel. Solicitation 
blanks for Patron’s hox seats at $10 each had 
been circulated. The gala event found Dr. T. F. 
Gullixson (févangelical Lutheran Church), speak- 
er, and several other non-Synodical Conference 
men, on the program, beside the Rev. Robert A. 
Biegner (Missouri) to give the Invocation. Mr. 
J. F. Ee. Nickelsburg of the American Lutheran 
Publicity Bureau was again Publicity Committee 
Chairman. The Arrangements Chairman had 
written on October 9: “We look forward to a 
truly great inspirational gathering on which Lu- 
therans will unite in voice and heart, so that God 
may be praised and the World may witness.” 
Official Approbation 

The New York Reformation Rally, which 
has been promised as an annual event, evidently 
has the approval of Missouri Synod officialdom. 
From page two of a mimeographed letter of the 
Rev. H. J. Rippe, President of the Atlantic Dis- 
trict, under date of September 28, 1948, we quote: 

“For the Pastors of the Metropolitan Area. 
The All Lutheran Reformation Rally will be held 
on October 24 in New York. The committee of 
the Lutheran Society has made a special effort 
this year to make this a rally and not a service in 
order that our congregations could feel ready to 
take part. I have assured this committee that I 
would bring this effort on their part to the at- 
tention of our brethren in the Metropolitan area. 
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You, dear brother, can well understand how much 
We appreciate the attitude and effort of the Lu- 
theran money committee, I suggest that we 
support the rally this year,’ 


What’s In A Name? 

The conclusion that this unionism is no longer 
unionism is drawn from the fact that the name 
has been changed from “Reformation service” to 

“Reformation “rally. It is admitted that at least 
some of our coniniepatiots did not “feel ready to 
take part” in former years, yet now the same 
thing under a different name is recommended for 
support. 

This matter concerns not only the subject of 
joint prayer, but also that of pulpit fellowship. 

As between the above-quoted official opinion 
and the Brief Statement of the Doctrinal Position 
of the Missouri Synod, Pars. 28 and 29, we prefer 
the latter. We like its reference to God’s Word. 


Luther Academy, 1948 

TFfour Synods were represented at the Luther 
Academy at Dubuque, July 13-22. Dr. G. V. 
Schick of Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, Mis- 
sourt, lectured on “The Messianic Prophecies.” 
Dr. J. J. Pelikan of Valparaiso University lec- 
tured on “Lutheranism and Philosophy.” Again, 
the announced lecture topics contain no hint of 
discussion of intersynodical doctrinal differences. 
The purpose of the Luther Academy is stated to 
be discussion of “theological problems.”  (Lu- 
theran Standard, July 3, 1948, p. 10; August 28, 
1948, p. 10.) 


Peeking Into the Future 

The Lutheran of December 29, 1948, p. 36, 
states: “Missouri Synod leaders have been in- 
vited by the Lutheran Student Foundation at the 
University of Minnesota to an ‘informal get- 
together’ for discussion of a proposed unified 
building program on the campus. At present, 
National Lutheran Council churches own a spa- 
cious house on University Avenue and have been 
discussing enlargements of these headquarters. 


On the other hand, the Missouri Synod has 
recently purchased a site just a few blocks down 
the same avenue. There, they are counting on 
erecting an elaborate student center soon. "The 
invitation to joint discussion was projected 
through a letter sent by Foundation leaders.” 
We are confident that our Minnesota brethren 
will count the cost, not only in dollars, but also 
in loss of confessional stamina. 


Fingers Burned 

Lhe Lutheran of December 8, 1948, p. 7-8, 
strikes back at Dr. Th. Graebner’s editorial “Lu- 
theran Power Politics?” in the Lutheran Witness 


of November 16, 1948, p. 372. The editorial is 
partially quoted. Then short work is made of 
Dr. Graebner’s prognostications in a closing para- 
graph as follows: “Dr. Graebner does not state 
the source of his information regarding the atti- 
tude of ULC synods on Lutheran merger.” 

A. V. Kusrer. 


@ European Relief 

We have Lutheran brethren in Lurope. 
Among these are the brethren of our Lutheran 
Free Churches in Germany. We know that 
these brethren are very much in need. It is a 
comparatively simple matter for our pastors and 
congregations to nee relief to these needy breth- 
ren. We believe that one of the most worthy 
causes that we can support with relief is the 
theological seminary of our German brethren. 
Its address is: Lutherische Theologische Hoch- 
schule, (16) Oberursel /Ts., Altkoenigstrasse 50, 
U. S. Zone, Germany. Not to mention German 
theological books, this seminary can use large 
amounts of food, and its teachers and_ their 
families as well as its students will also welcome 
clothing. Next, there are the pastors of our two 
Free Churches, whose names and addresses are 
listed in the Lutheran Annual, 1949, pp. 166-168. 
And finally, these pastors can be asked fer the 
names and addresses of particularly worthy and 
needy members of their parishes and refugees, to 
whom relief can be sent. 

The congregation of the undersigned has from 
the beginning followed a plan of direct relief. 
A monthly collection is taken at the door of the 
church for this purpose. A card-file of names 
and addresses supplied us by European brethren 
is kept. One of the units of the Ladies’ Ait 
regularly packs food (purchased at wholesale) ; 
another packs clothing, which is brought to the 
church from time to time. Each time a parcel 
is sent, this is noted on the respective recipient’s 
card. Many letters of thanks are received, and 
some interesting contacts have been established. 
After several years of experience, we can say 
that this method of relief has proved far more 
satisfactory than any other we know of. We 
can heartily recommend it to others. 

P. S.: In writing German pastors for in- 
formation, air-mail costs but a few additional 
cents, and brings speedy returns. 

P. H. Bureporr. 


® = 1 Thessalonians 5, 22 and the 
“American Lutheran” 


In the notorious Chicago “Statement” issued 
by 44 clergymen of the Missouri Synod in 1945, 
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Thesis V reads: “We affirm our conviction that 
sound exegetical procedure is the basis of sound 
Lutheran theology.’ Under this head it was 
stated: “We furthermore deplore the misuse of 
First Thessalonians 5, 22 in the translation ‘avoid 
every appearance of evil. This text should be 
used only in the true meaning, ‘avoid evil in every 
form’.” In our criticism of the latter deploration 
we, among other things, pointed to the fact that 
giving the appearance of evil is a form of evil. 

Among the 44 who issued the Chicago State- 
ment, causing offense and division against the 
doctrine we have learned, were all of the clergy 
who are on the editorial board of the American 
Lutheran —“O. A. Geisemann, O. P, Kretzmann, 
Fred H. Lindemann, FE. J. Friedrich, Henry F. 
Wind, A. W. Brustat, Oswald C. J, Hoffmann, 
and Adolf F. Meyer.’ On the cover of the 
January issue of the American Lutheran this 
editorial board brought an article on Doctrinal 
Preaching in which it seeks to impress the fact 
that a pastor is to be an ambassador of Jesus 
Christ and not one who seeks popularity by being 
an entertainer and a clown. “Aye,” says the 
American Lutheran, “if we are to avoid the very 
appearance of evil, then every pastor is to be sure 
to impress his hearers with the fact that he has a 
message from God to them; that he is not stand- 
ing there to amuse them nor to entertain them.” 
(Our emphasis.) 

We hope that this means that these men have 
given up their false position with respect to 
1 Thess. 5, 22, and that other Signers of the Chi- 
cago Statement may follow them in this. This 
would constitute at least one step in removing 
the dissension, the division against the doctrine 
which we have learned, that these men have been 
causing in the Missouri Synod. 

We trust, too, that readers will realize from 
these present remarks that we are not slow in 
recognizing what is good in the public teaching 
of our opponents when opportunity presents it- 
self for such recognition in matters at issue. 

May God richly bless the recent testimony of 
the American Lutheran concerning the true mean- 
ing of 1 Thess. 5, 22! P. Ho. B. 


@® What Our Readers Say 


“The Confessional Lutheran is carrying on 
the good fight of faith. Let me assure you that 
I am with you. I have been appointed to give a 
synopsis of the important articles in the Con- 
fessional Lutheran at each one of our monthly 
circuit meetings.” — Pastor, West Coast. 

“Can you do me the favor and see if it would 
be possible to get complete sets of the Confesston- 


al Lutheran (at least two sets, if possible) for the 
library here.” — Seminary librarian. 


“Tenclosed please find a check as a memorial 
gift for the deceased pastor , to be. used 
for the Confessional Lutheran.’ — Congregation, 
Nebraska. 


“The Confessional Lutheran has become a 
‘must’ item in my theological reading matter.” — 
Pastor, Minnesota. 


© False Teaching 


“When Satan has seduced a person into false 
teaching, he bewitches him so horribly that he 
cannot give it up, but lauds and defends his 
blasphemy as God’s Word.” Hesshusius, cited in 
Lutheraner, XLVI (1890), p. 38. 


@® Enduring Hardship 

What “softies” we sometimes are, afraid to 
come out clearly in our proclamation of the truth 
and our stand as to false doctrine, fearing the 
ostracism of our fellows, the ecclesiastical dis- 
pleasure of our superiors, or the cutting off of 
our immediate financial income. I would rather 


walk a lonely road with Jesus than be without His 
fellowship in the crowd, wouldn’t you? — K. S. 
Wuest, on II Tim. 4, 5, in Untranslatable Riches 
from the Greck New Testament, p. 30. 


TO THE READER 


Every subscriber to the Confessional 
Lutheran is receiving an extra copy of this 
March issue. Will you please pass on your 
extra copy to someone in whose hands you 
feel this will do most good? The Confes- 
sional Lutheran, under God, enjoyed a sub- 
stantial increase in its subscription list dur- 
ing the last year, and more and more letters 
expressing sympathetic interest are being 
received. We wish to thank you for help- 
ing to promote the cause for which we stand. 
Ieach subscriber gain a new subscriber! 


THE “LUTHERAN WITNESS” MUST 
BE RESTORED AS THE VOICE OF 
THE MISSOURI SYNOD 


THE ERRORS OF SIGNERS OF 
THE “STATEMENT OF THE “44” 
MUST BE REJECTED 


EVANGELICAL DISCIPLINE MUST PREVAIL 
WITHIN THE MISSOURI SYNOD 
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MOTTO: “Now I beseech you, brethren, by the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that ye all speak the same thing, and 
that there be no divisions among you; but that ye be perfectly joined together in the same mind and in the same judg- 
ment.’”’ —1 Cor. tl, 10, 


“We Have no intention of yielding aught of the eternal, immutable truth of God for the sake of temporal peace, 
tranquility, and unity (which, moreover, is not in our power to do). Nor would such peace and unity, since it ts devised 
agninst the truth and for its suppression, have any permanency. Still less are we inclined to adorn and conceal n corrup- 
tion of the pure doctrine and manifest, condemned errors. But we entertain heartfelt plensure and love for, and fre on our 
part sincerely inclined and anxious to advance, that unity according to our utmost power, by which His glory remains to 
God uninjured, nothing of the divine truth of the Holy Gospel is surrendered, no room is given to the lenst error, poor 
sinners are brought to true, genuine repentance, raised up by faith, confirmed in new obedience, and thus justified and 
eternally saved alone through the sole merit of Christ.” — Concluding Statement of the Formula of Concord concerning the 
Requirements of Confessional Fellowship among Lutherans of the Augsburg Confession, Trigl. Conc., p. 1095. 
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IN THIS ISSUE: Soldiers of the Cross — The “Lutheran Witness” Once and Now on the 
Principles of Church Fellowship and Unionism — What Our Readers Say — Can We be Sure 
as to What God Teaches in Romans 16:17? — European Relief Once More — On the Union 
Front. 


@ Soldiers of the Cross soon we shall have nothing left but the empty 
Ws ares Roldieks ot “be: Chase... obs Lek pole, the empty boast that we are Christians. 


. : But when the time of our warfare ts past, and 
Himself has given us for our flag the banner of We are called to the city of our King, He shall ask 


eternal truth. It is the ensign of the Lord of ys “Have ye fought bravely? Have ye van- 
lords. We are to carry it to victory in defiance quished the foe?” Shall we then answer: “No, 
of every foe and in triumph over all who oppose but we have made peace”? And when He in- 
it. Around it we should bravely rally. And we quires how we accomplished this, shall we an- 
should cheerfully sacrifice our lives, our all, rather | Swer: “We have reconciled the enemy by cutting 
than surrender that flag. But when we meet one _ holes into the flag which Thou hast given us f 
who dislikes a portion of that flag, shall we, to Do you imagine the Lord will put the victor’s 
please him, cut that part away, cut a hole into our wreath upon our brow? 

God-given banner? If we do this once, can we F. W. C. Jesse, in Lutheran Witness, 1917, 
refuse it in the next case, and in the next? And p. 141. 
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© The “Lutheran Witness” Once 
and Now on the Principles of 
Church Fellowship and Unionism 


With Special Reference to Romans 16, 17 


“Thy mouth hath testified against thee.” — 


I Sam. 1, 16. 
(Continued) 


It 


The Devil’s: Masterpiece 
The Lure, the Progressiveness, and the 
Fatality of Unionism 


Unionism is not a new and unheard-of discov- 
ery in modern spiritual pathology, it is an old 
malady and has been demonstrated again and 
‘again. to be both progressive and fatal. Its 
preaching belongs to that class of speech of which 


St. Paul says: “It will eat as doth a canker.” 
2 Tim. 2,17. If for the sake of union and fel- 
lowship with errorists the very truth of God 
Himself may be sacrificed or silenced, then who 
is appointed to tell us which those truths are that 
may be thus sacrificed for the sake of a general 
union? 

Once become infatuated with the idea of big- 
ness, of external peace and good-fellowship, once 
permit yourself to sacrifice God’s truth for these 
seeming temporal advantages, and you have al- 
ready become lukewarm. After that it will not 
take much to make of such a one an outspoken 
enemy of God’s own truth. Such a unionist soon 
becomes one of those “men of corrupt minds and 
destitute of the truth who suppose that gain is 
godliness.” I Tim, 6, 5. 

Let these men keep on compromising, tolerat- 
ing error, and accomplishing union after union, 
—- what will they finally accomplish? At last 
they will have a body of men in which any doc- 
trine and anybody is tolerated except the pure 
Gospel of Christ and a fearless witness of the 
truth. Their church will then be not the work- 
manship of Jesus Christ, but the masterpiece of 
the devil. Do you not sce that unionism, how- 
ever, sweetly flavored its first offers may be, is 
after all Satan’s effort’ to turn the Church of 
Christ into Satan’s synagog? 

Beware of unionism, beware of its very first 
taint; it is a progressive and fatal disease. An 
ounce of prevention is worth a pound of cure. 
Let every Christian and especially every Christian 
worker remember that when he faces unionism, 
he faces a virulent malady that simply wishes to 
get a foothold, and once within the gates the fight 
becomes almost hopeless. “Be thou faithful unto 
death, and I will give thee a crown of life.” 

Dr. Martin S. Sommer, in Lutheran Witness, 


_ 1921, p. 7. 


Let Us Not Mistake the Signs of the Times! 


The desire for bigness and show has always 
accompanied ages of decline in the history of the 
Church. The less spiritual life, the more noisy 
activity; the less goods on the shelf, the bigger 
the display in the show-window. 

Dr. Theo. Graebner, in Lutheran 
1926, p. 149. 


The False Spirit of Carnal Pride 
And Its Evil Fruit 
(Rom. 16, 17.18) 

The spirit which wants Lutherans to “be 
known as one great denomination” is not the 
spirit of Christ and of Luther, but is the spirit 
of carnal pride and ambition, which again bears 
in’ itself the seeds of certain church-strife and 


Witness, 
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dissolution. A synodical body consisting of two 
dozen congregations, but united in the profession 
of Scriptural truth and in Lutheran practise, is 
more glorious in the- sight of God than a huge 
colossus of a million souls which has given up any 
teaching which Jesus has bequeathed to the world 
through His disciples. 

Dr. Theo. Graebner, in Lutheran Witness, 
1923, p. 263. 


(EpirorraL Nore: The reader will note that the 
above is wholly in accord with Romans 16, 18: “They 
that are such serve not our Lord Jesus Christ, but 
their own belly.” It is perhaps as good and correct an 
application of the truth taught in Romans 16, 18 to our 
present Circumstances as one will find anywhere. Any- 
one at all familiar with the Lutheran MVitness will know, 
moreover, to what an extent this organ is today possessed 
by the spirit so nicely described above, —- and sowing 
the seeds of church-strife and dissolution in our midst. 
— P. H. B.) 


An Evil Tendency In Our Midst 


_ There is a tendency among us to exalt statis- 
tics and to measure results by crowds. There is 
even a spirit abroad which sces no true greatness 
in our work unless it is recognized by the Re- 
formed sects and even by the unbelieving world. 
This spirit prepares the way for a decay of our 
Synod. It is born out of pride and selfishness. 
It got its start in the Reformation Jubilee year 
[1917], and it is still festering here and there in 
our congregations. Away with such notions, lest 
they poison workers and congregations! A_ big 
congregation may be a failure, a synod of a mil- 
lion souls may be bankrupt spiritually. Bigness 
is nothing in the kingdom of God. All numbers 
are zeros when they are made a standard of suc- 
cess in the Church of Christ. The one thing that 
counts is Faithfulness. And the faithful worker 
will be zealous. 


Let us be intensely busy. Let us work with 
zeal and with complete devotion to our Lord 
Jesus. Let us fill our ears with wax against all 
compliments and flattery, as well as against the 
reproach of those who do not confess the full 
Gospel. Their praise and blame are nothing. 
Publicity, advertising the Church, is in itself 
neither good nor evil; it depends upon the pur- 
pose. If the advertising of our work and doc- 
trine is intended to serve the purpose of bringing 
souls to Christ, all advertising is good; aye, let us 
cry the Gospel from the housetops! If our pub- 
licity is intended to satisfy an itch for recognition 
among outsiders, it is wholly evil. 


Dr. Theo. Graebner, in Lutheran Witness, 
1919, p. 22, 


The “Good Words and Fair Speeches” 
of Unionists 


Who is keeping up the everlasting demand 
for the churches to ignore their differences and 
to get together? There is scarcely a phase of this 
question that the Lutheran Witness has not dis- 
cussed. We might be justified in assuming that 
our readers are acquainted with almost everything 
that can be said on this question. But those who 
spread nonsense and untruth and falsehood con- 
cerning this question will not be silenced. Ar- 
ticle after article appears speaking of the urgent 
need of united action on the part of the churches. 
Some argue in favor of all Christendom’s get- 
ting together. Others favor the external union 
of all Protestants. In certain sections we are 
told that at least all Lutherans ought to unite. 
And so many beautiful phrases and so much 
pious talk can be marshalled in support of such 
appeals for an external union that, if it were pos- 
sible, the very elect would be deceived. 

No doubt, also our Christians are drawn into 
arguments on this question. For their sake we 
shall briefly repeat the following facts, which must 
be kept in mind when external union of churches 
is urged. 

1. Those attempts at external union which 
have been made by ignoring certain disputed 
truths of God’s Word have been entirely futile ; 
indeed, worse than worthless. Let us not forget 
the ‘fearful loss of money, the disgrace, the 
scandal which followed the Interchurch World 
Movement of some years ago, when millions upon 
millions in money were lost, so that, as far as we 
know, some denominations are still paying debts 
incurred by that movement. And as far as good 
results are concerned we have not heard of the 
least of such, [Today there is the similar World 
Council of Churches. — P. H. B.] 

2. “Comity” between the churches has been 
tried; that is, churches which could not organi- 
cally get together have at least recognized each 
other as parts of Christ’s Church. What good 
has come of that? None that we can see. In 
fact, it is stated that this very comity stands in 
the way of further efforts of bringing the 
churches together, that it is one great hindrance to 
organic church union of Protestantism. More- 
over, where is the comity when one minister calls 
the other one a liar and an apostle of the devil? 

3. This insistence on external church union 
by ignoring some doctrines of the Bible has no 
authority in God’s Word, but is the suggestion of 
Satan himself. It was just in this way that the 
devil persuaded Eve that she could agree with 
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him very easily by not paying so much attention 
to what God had said. 


4. There can hardly be any doubt among fair- 
minded people that it is best for us to keep sep- 
arate from some people, and it is best for us to 
unite with other people, and it is for each faith- 
ful Christian to find out whom the Lord meant 
when He told us: “Come out from among them 
and be ye separate,” and whom He meant when 
He said: “If ye bite and devour one another, 
take heed that ye be not consumed one of an- 
other.” And it is not difficult for a Christian to 
know just this. The Good Shepherd has told us 
to beware of false teachers, however beautiful 
their sheep’s clothing may be. He has told us 
that they who preach another Gospel than the one 
that tells us that we are justified by faith, with- 
out the deeds of the Law, are accursed, and we 
are not to suffer such a one to teach us or to 
teach with us. He has told us to “mark them 
which cause divisions and offenses contrary to the 
doctrine which we have learned and avoid them.” 
Ts it at all difficult for a Christian to know whom 
he is to avoid, of whom he is to beware, from 
whom he is to be separate? Every truthful person 
must admit it is not difficult at all. Aud yet men 
will speak as if this were difficult, but that, on the 
other hand, it were very easy to tell who is a true 
Christian and who is not, whereas the Bible tells 
us that it is wmpossible for us, and that God there- 
fore does not demand of us to know in every case 
who is a true Christian and who is not. The 
Lord, the omniscient God, alone knoweth them 
that are His. But all who t@ach contrary to God’s 
Word are to be avoided, and we are to be separate 
from them. I care not how fair their speech and 
how good their words may be; I care not whether 
they perform wonders and miracles, — if their 
teaching does not agree with God’s Word, we 
are to flee from them. 


And as for results — will not the Church 
suffer, will not disunion and disruption do harm? 
O folly of follies for a man to think that he 
must interfere with God’s business! We, who 
cannot even properly attend to our little five-cent 
business, who are we that we wish to interfere 
with God’s control of the universe, God who 
knows every drop of water and every grain of 
sand?) What would you think of an illiterate 
boy of twelve years who demanded to be admitted 
into the Cabinet of the President? Well, any 
man or woman who wants to give God advice is 
so much more foolish than that boy that words 
will simply not express it. Should not every one 
who has learned the great wisdom of the “foolish- 
ness of preaching” have also learned that in 


everything “the foolish of God is wiser than 
men”? 


Dr. Martin S. Sommer, in Lutheran Witness, 
1928, p. 126f. (Our emphasis.) 


(EprrortaL Nore: Compare with this what Dr, 
Sommer says today, as a subscriber to the St. Louis 
faculty “opinion” already noted’ by us: “We shall prob- 
ably never be able to say with absolute certainty whether 
Paul is here issuing a general warning or is speaking 
of a special group, and if the latter is the case, what 
particular group he has in mind.” We still insist that 
“every truthful person must admit that it is not difficult 
at all” for a Christian to know whom he is to avoid. 
Again, in 1928 the position of the Lutheran Witness 
was that “it is tmpossible for us to know who is a true 
Christian and who is not, and that God therefore does 
not demand of us to know in every case who is a true 
Christian and who is not. The Lord, the omniscient 
God, alone knoweth them that are His. But all who 
teach contrary to God’s Word are to be avoided, and we 
are to be separate from them.” Today the same 
Lutheran Witness limits Rom. 16, 17£ to a certain group, 
saying that ‘Romans 16, I7f refers to wn-Christian ene- 
nies of the Church who by deceitful tactics are trying 
to seduce Christians,” ete. And yet Dr. Graebner in- 
sists that he and other Lutheran Witness editors stand 


by every word written on this matter in former years! 
— P. H. B.) 


How Unionists Play Their Fine Little Game 


Cause for much lack of clearness in speech is 
unionism. The man who is infected with the idea 
that he is to conciliate error and truth will be con- 
tinually on the lookout for words, expressions, and 
phrases by which he may skim over the surface 
of things without revealing the foundations of 
the truth. By any doctrinal, definite position, 
plainly stated, he may arouse opposition, he may 
bring to light the division which exists, and thus 
spoil the fine little game of the unionists, whose 
purpose is to keep people in the dark and to make 
those of all kinds of convictions and of all man- 
ner of parties believe that they are really one at 
heart. 

Where men speak who have this interest at 
heart, to keep people of various convictions, ideas, 
and opinions, errorists of all shades of grading 
and meaning, together in harmony, there prefer- 
ably generalities will be handled, and these very 
cautiously ; there will be so much quiet and peace 
that there will be more sleep than action and more 
death than life. Such preaching is like the 
lullaby, which needs no definite truth, but only 
soothing sound. Its fruits naturally will be sleep 
and death rather than action and life. 


Dr. Martin S. Sommer, in Lutheran Witness, 
1921, p. 6. 


Misuse of John 17 Among Lutheran Unionists 


Those who see in this Merger [the United 
Lutheran Church] a sign of fulfilment of our 
Lord’s Prayer (John 17) for the unity of His 
followers do not know what Christ meant when 
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He prayed that “they all be one.” Our Lord 
certainly meant more than a union of Christians 
under one presiding officer. Lutheran unity is ad- 
vanced only when those formerly separated by 
false doctrine unite in the Truth. Any other use 
of the term “Lutheran unity” is a misuse of the 
term. : 


Dr. Theo. Graebner, in Lutheran Witness, 
1919, p. 10, 


Separation from LUTHERANS Who 
Profess False Teachings 


The whole Bible is a protest against unionistic 
practises. Whether we think of the Old Testa- 
ment, where the syncretistic worship, seeking to 
honor both Jehovah and Baal, is branded as an 
abomination, or whether we turn to the New 
Testament, in which the Church is warned con- 
cerning the attempts of false teachers trying to 
gain a foothold in its midst, everywhere fraternal 
relations of a religious nature with persistent 
errorists are frowned upon. . . , 


It does not make any difference whether they 
be labeled Roman Catholics, Baptists, Presbyter- 
ians, or even Lutherans. If there is a group of 
Lutherans who profess false teachings, we cannot 
consistently fellowship with them. Surely the 
name Lutheran is not a shield that one can hide 
behind to carry on unreproved whatever attacks 
on sound doctrine one desires. We do not mean 
to say that immediately when an error is pro- 
claimed, church-fellowship has to be discontinued 
with the guilty party or parties. Patience, for- 
bearance, charity, — let all these be duly exercised. 
But tf a clear teaching of the Holy Scriptures ts 
denied or repudiated and that position is held to 
consistently, in spite of admonitions and warnings, 
then no course but that of severance of fraternal 
relations remains. Anything else would be 
UMMLOMNISIN, 


Dr. Wm. Arndt, in Theological Monthly, 
1926, p. 326f. (Our emphasis.) 


(Eprrorran Nore: It will be noted that the above 
quotation, which sets forth the Scriptural position, to 
which we, with our synod, still subscribe 100%, is taken 
from the Theological Monthly. That was the position 
of Dr. Wm. Arndt in 1926, when he assumed the man- 
aging editorship of that official synodical organ. Today, 
as one of the “44,” Dr. Arndt denies that Scriptural 
position, —- P. H. B.) 


Are Lutherans Being Kept Apart By 
“Hairsplitting” Differences? ‘ 


These thirty years and longer our pet peeve 
in the vocabulary of church unionists has been 
the reference to “hair-splitting theologians” as 
the reason for the divided state of our Church. 


The impression is conveyed that because some 
professors of theology, sometimes referred to for 
short as “the dogmaticians,” have invented such 
fine distinctions in Christian doctrine that it 
takes an expert to follow the argument. The 
Church, we are told, is being kept apart by 
“quarrels of theologians.” We are also told that 
“a few first-class funerals” is all that is needed 
to reunite the Lutheran Church. 


There have been a good many “first-rate fun- 
erals,” from C. F. W. Walther down, with no 
perceptible change in the attitude of our Synod, 
and we say, Thank God for that. 


So long as leaders in American Lutheranism 
are permitted to teach the Reformed doctrine re- 
garding the Lord’s Supper, deny the “theory” of 
the vicarious atonement, or teach the Scofield Bible 
doctrine about the return of Christ, it will take 
more than a few “first-rate funerals” and more 
than sneers at “hair-splitting theologians” to unite 
the Lutheran synods. . 


Fundamental differences are causing the di- 
vision which exists in the Lutheran Church of 
America. Place side by side the teaching of our 
Synod regarding inspiration and the teaching of 
the United Lutheran Church, and a fairly well- 
instructed catechunten of fourteen years can tell 
the difference. 


Dr. Theo. Graebner, in Lutheran Witness, 
1937, p. 244. (Our emphasis.) 


(Eprrortan Nore: In recent years, Dr. Theo. 
Graebner has adopted as one of his techniques toward 
furthering false union a constant misrepresentation of 
actual conditions that confront us. He is constantly 
making unwarranted assertions of improvements among 
other Lutherans where the opposite is actually true. In 
1942 he tried to make out that the Pittsburgh Agreement 
of the United Lutheran Church and the American 
Lutheran Church “means that there will be no denial 
of the inerrancy of Holy Scripture, and that there will 
be a definite change of front regarding unionism and 
secret societies.” (Lutheran Witness, 1942, p. 439.) To 
this Dr. Abdel Ross Wentz, President of the Lutheran 
Theological Seminary of the U. L. C. at Gettysburg, 
Pennsylvania, a man well qualified to speak on this 
matter, specifically quoting Dr, Graebner’s statement, 
replied, saying: “I simply wanted you to know, Dr, 
Graebner, that the circumstances surrounding the adop- 
tion of the Pittsburgh Articles by the Omaha Conven- 
tion of the United Lutheran Church, and I might add, 
subsequent events and interpretations, do not, warrant 
the statement I have quoted from your editorial.” Cp. 
Lutheran Witness, 1943, p. 29. — P. H. B.) 


What Is Making Joint Religious Activity 
With Some Other Lutherans Impossible? 


The National Lutheran Council, an organiza- 
tion composed of men from the various Lutheran 
bodies outside our own, is conducting a drive 
for half a million dollars as part of a joint Protest- 
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ant campaign for funds. We do not take part 
in this drive because, in obedience to the Word of 
God, we cannot have any kind of joint religious 
activity with Lutherans who permit their leaders 
to teach error, and who tolerate unscriptural 
practises in their midst. 

Dr. Theo. Graecbner, in Lutheran Witness, 
1919, p. 57. (Our emphasis.) 


The Attitude of the Synodical Conference 
Over Against the National Lutheran Council 


The attitude of the Synodical Conference 
over against the National Lutheran Council — a 
committee originally formed for the regulation of 
certain “externals” of church-work — is based 
on the same grounds which speak against partici- 
pation in the Federal Council. The N. L. C., too, 
has more than once gone beyond the purposes 
announced at its formation, with the result that 
the Iowa Synod has withdrawn its official repre- 
sentation, and the Norwegian Synod has put two 
or three stout strings to the authority of its dele- 
gates. . 

Cooperation, even in counsel and programs, 
that involves fellowship with those who do not 
accept the Word of God as authorized in all 
its parts, will not bring efficiency, but bitter 
church-strife, disunion, ruin, as we now see in 
the Reformed bodies. 

Dr. Theo. Graebner, in Lutheran Witness, 
1921, p. 8. (Our emphasis.) 


The Typical Unionistic Tendency of the 
National Lutheran Council 


The wisdom of standing aloof from inter- 
synodical movements is again illustrated by the 
experience of the Iowa Synod. The National 
Lutheran Council set out with the purpose of 
limiting its work to certain externals; there was 
to be no presumption of church-fellowship, and 
the relation of synods to each other was not in 
any way to be affected. Article 2 of its con- 
stitution specifically says that its work shall be 
done “without prejudice to the confessional basis 
of any participating body.” 


The sincerity of this intention need not be 
questioned, but the unionistic tendency was too 
strong, Lutheran Union seemed so close, and be- 
fore long we read such statements as these: “Be- 
fore the war the Lutheran Church in America 
was divided in national groups. We are now 
united in the National Lutheran Council;’ And 
the activity of the Council proceeded on this as- 
sumption. Does not this bear a valuable lesson? 


Again, all supersynodical bodies have a ten~ 
dency to go beyond their scope, and to assume an 
overlordship over the synods so federated. It is 
well for Lutherans to heed what Reformed 
Church people have suffered from interchurch 
movements in the past. The Federal Council of 
Churches sent a commission to the Peace Confer- 
ence in Paris, representing the Protestant 
Churches in America; not one denomination had 
been asked to give its consent. It has, in the 
name of American Protestants, advised the State 
Department as to the course to be followed in 


Mexico. It has passed on the issue in the coal 
strike. It has proposed a plan for rural church- 


work which all but ignores the spiritual mission 
of the Church. In all this the Federal Council of 
Churches has spoken and acted without author- 
ity. The International Sunday-school Associa~ 
tion, another interdenominational body, has un- 
dertaken to supervise the training of Sunday- 
school teachers without recognizing the right of 
churches to be represented in the management 
of such work, 


In transgressing the scope originally set for 
the National Lutheran Council in its constitution, 
it merely runs true to type. We have again 
learned that unless agreement in doctrine and in 
the application of doctrine to church-life and 
church-work is first reached, federated movements 
are premature, and will only lead to new and most 
unpleasant embroilments, unless, indeed, the more 
conservative clement, through a mistaken sense of 
honor, remains in an alliance which oppresses 
conscience since it involues a denial of the truth. 


The Lutheran of the United Church (Merger) 
last year referred in terms of bitter censure to 
the action of the Missouri Synod in remaining 
outside the Council. We forbear quoting them 
now. The action forced upon the Iowa Synod 
speaks louder than any words of our own for 
the vindication of our attitude. 


Dr. Theo. Graebner, in Lutheran Witness, 
1920, p. 86. (Our emphasis.) 


(EprrorraL Note: Jn 1941, the Lutheran Witness 
staff joined the unionistic National Lutheran Editors’ 
Association. At that time, Dr. Theo. Graebner, while 
thus furthering the stealthy march of unionism among 
Missourians, wrote the following “pretty words” 
adapted to deceiving the hearts of the simple (Rom. 16, 
18) concerning the N. L. E. A.: “The National Lu- 
theran Editors’ Association is a loose organization which 
meets once a year to discuss technical questions con- 
cerning which members try to get some light from each 
other’s experience.” At its most recent meeting the 
N. L. E. A. declared: “We are of one mind and spirit 
in the conviction that the formation of one Lutheran 
federation, as recommended by a group of editors at a 
convention of the National Lutheran Council in Pitts- 


. burgh, Pennsylvania, in 1940, should continue to be the 


goal of our endeavors and the burden of our prayers.” 
To that end a specific threefold program was agreed 


THE CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 47 


upon, including “the strengthening and widening of the 
National Lutheran Council so that it becomes the power- 
ful service arm of all Lutheran churches in America.” 
The heart and the weight of the voice of the Lutheran 
Witness are long ago within the National Lutheran 
Council. Missouri is paying a fearful price in soul- 
injury because of lack of effective evangelical discipline 
on the part of responsible officials. — We may add that 
the reader will also note that in 1920 Dr. Graebner still 
correctly spoke of unionism where none but Lutherans 
were involved. In their new, liberalized theology, Dr. 
Theo. Graebner and the Lutheran Witness are now at- 
tempting a redefinition of the term ‘unionism’ which 
would make this quite improper. Cp., e. g., Confessional 
Lutheran, February, 1948, p. 15; April, 1947, p. 46. — 
P. H. B.) 


The High Price of Bureaucracy 


We, Missouri Synod Lutherans, have been 
consistent in most carefully safe-guarding the 
moneys which our people contribute for church 
purposes. We have a horror of overhead ex- 
pense. We want no Pullmanized boards, and we 
cannot bear to think of the quarters and dimes of 
poor people being spent unnecessarily on secre- 
taries, stationery, mileage, etc. Our principle 
has been to make every dollar do a dollar‘s work 
in the Church. But if we have a wholesome 
dread of multiplying boards and commissions and 
secretaries in our own body, how much more 
will we hesitate to salary an interchurch bureau- 
cracy, — the most expensive luxury the Christian 
Church has had since the year One. 


Here is the record of the N. L. C. finances: 
Income, mostly for European relief and “recon- 
struction,” $1,971,068. In order to raise this 
sum, and in order to conduct the work of the 
N.L. C. (salaries, office expense, traveling, etc.), 
the sum of $281,215 was expended! Ne one 
questions the honesty of the management. We 
would not even say that the business end was 
conducted in a loose and extravagant manner. 
But such is the invariable result when committees 
which are responsible to no congregational mem- 
bership for their method of doing business are 
given charge of important church affairs. The 
Interchurch World Movement was a signal in- 
stance in point. In the N. L. C. we have a 
Lutheran Interchurch, so far as its relations to 
the congregations, the seat of power, are con- 
cerned. The President receives $5,000 salary 
annually, $1,000 more than the President of the 
Missouri Synod. Fancy a Missouri Synod pas- 
tor stepping before his congregation with a re- 
port of this kind! The Iowans report that their 
synodical committee had expense totalling only 
$350 in order to raise $245,000 for European 
Relief. Any one who has visited our New York 
office for European Relief will understand with 
what almost excessive care the overhead expense 
is being held down. 


Nay, verily, it is not Pharisaism that kept us 
out of the N. L. C. We remained outside be- 
cause we believe that the intention of limiting 
the work of that committee to “externals” would 
not be carried out. And no one, looking at the 
financial report of the N. L. C. should heap re- 
proach on us for not having obligated our Synod 
to an undertaking run with a 13 per cent over- 
head expense. 


Dr. Theo. Graebner, in Lutheran Witness, 


"1921, p. 118. 


(Evrroria. Nore: It may interest the reader to 
know that in 1947 it cost the Missourt Synod $126,846.59 
to raise a centennial thank-offering of $1,358,945.31, 
which docs not include administration. Cp. Lutheran 
Witness, 1948, March 23, p. 101. — Of a requested Mis- 
souri Synod budget for 1949 running to $4,200,000, 
requests totaling $161,175 were admitted to be for “ad- 
ministration.” The President’s Office asked for $20,000, 
to which must be added $12,800 for Vice-Presidents’ Ex- 
penses and $7,500 for the College of District Presidents. 
A newly-created “Board for Public Relations,” whose 


’ chairman and executive secretary are of the “44,” asked 


for $29,225 as a “conservative request” for the same 
period, beside which there was a request of $1,000 for 
“Government Relations.” The Fiscal Office requested 
$23,000, to which a request of $5,000 for an annual 
Fiscal Conference must be added. In addition to such 
items similar requests appear under headings other than 
that of administration. For instance, the request for 
$70,000 for publicity and missionary education by Dr. L. 
Meyer appears under “Higher Education”! Readers 
will do well to study today’s budget. — P. H. B.) 


The Sinful Unionism of the 
Lutheran World Convention 


Lutherans from various countries will meet at 
Eisenach, Germany, August 20 to 26, (1923) in 
“World Convention.” The Lutheran, official 
paper of the United Lutheran Church (Merger 
of the General Synod, the General Council, and 
the United Synod in the South), interprets this 
convention as a product of the “deep spiritual 
purpose” which “was -beneath the humanitarian 
work done by North American Lutherans,” and 
says that “to ignore the event is suicidal, to sneer 
at the delegates is a crime, to be ignorant of its 
opportunities and obligations is a sin.” 

The Missouri Synod has not ignored the 
event, nor do any among us, we trust, sneer at the 
delegates. But the convention of our Synod at 
Fort Wayne heard a committee report recom- 
mending that the action of President Pfotenhauer, 
in declining the invitation that our body be rep- 
resented, be approved, owing to the untonistic 
character of the gathering. The convention 
heard the report and unanimously endorsed the 
action of our chairman... . 


Those who know conditions as they truly are 
in the German, Swedish, and Norwegian state 
churches will agree with us when we say that 


48 THE CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 


any change in the attitude of theologians and 
pastors toward the doctrine of evolution, which 
is the heart of the Higher Criticism of the Bible, 
is certainly not to be expected. But the meeting 
is not even to have this purpose, visionary as it 
would be. The purpose is to find some means of 
cooperation along the lines of “spiritual purpose.” 
And this is sinful unionism — joint work and 
worship of those who are not united in the faith. 
If that were admissible, our fathers need never 
have emigrated from Saxony in 1838. 

Dr. Theo. Graebner, in Lutheran Witness, 
1923, p. 246. (Our emphasis.) 


A Self-Evident Truth With Regard to 
Joint Worship 


Many of our congregations will take part in 
joint celebration of the [1917] Jubilee. The 
churches of the Synodical Conference in many 
centers of population will gather in imposing 
union services. But there will be no participation 
of our churches in general Lutheran and Protest- 
ant gatherings. 


The reason for this position of our Synod has 
been stated before, but in view of the approaching 
celebration demands restatement. 


We hold it to be a self-evident truth that, 
where there is no unity of faith, there ought to 
be no unity of worship. If the texts of Scrip- 
ture which forbid unionism (for example, Rom. 
16:17; I Tim. 6, 3ff.) do not apply here, they 
are devoid of meaning. 


Dr. Theo. Graebner, in Lutheran Witness, 
1917, p. 292. (Our emphasis. ) 


(Evrrortat Nore: Today unionistic “All-Lutheran” 
Reformation celebrations, in New York, Washington, 
D. C., and elsewhere, are no longer unheard-of. And 
we see no public rebuke of them by responsible officials. 
Lutheran unionists are enjoying a Roman holiday. How 
long is this to go on? Need we, moreover, remind our 
readers again that today Dr. Graebner says that Rom. 
16, 17 does not apply here, making it “devoid of mean- 
ing” according to his previous testimony? — P. H. B.) 


Should We Pray Jointly With 
All Other Lutherans? 


Dr. Bergendoff believes that we should pray 
with all those who subscribe to the Lutheran Con- 
fessions. Leaving the larger question involved 
for future discussion, we invite the attention of 
all who are concerned about this matter to the 
following paragraphs dealing with the relation of 
conscience to church-fellowship. 


- “It is a fact that cannot be denied that in the 
matter of church-fellowship, conscience plays an 
Important part. The Word of God demands 


separation from those who teach false doctrine. 
The conscience of a believer does not permit 
him to tolerate error, when recognized as such in 
his church-fellowship. . 

“Also in the case of a Christian whose con- 
science does not permit him to pray with me it is 
my duty, if I cannot remove his doubts, to tell 
him: ‘Do nothing against your conscience; that 
would harm your soul.’ Refusal for conscience’s 
sake is not to be received as an insult. What 
benefit would we have of some one’s praying with 
us while his conscience disapproved? Nothing at 
all would have been gained.” 


This has not been written by a “Missourian.” 
It is translated from an article by Dr. E. Denef, 
formerly of the Buffalo Synod, now of the 
American Lutheran Church, published in the 
Kirchenblatt (A. L. C.), of November 13, 1937. 


Dr. Theo. Graebner, in Lutheran Witness, 
1939, p. 136. 


(Enrrorra Nore: The following has been written 
by a Missourian: “When one hears of an_ inter- 
synodical conference in these days being frustrated be- 
cause the individuals in the contemplated group could not 
agree about opening, or not opening, with a spoken 
prayer, should it not arouse concern in the hearts of 
Lutheran pastors as to the genuineness of their Chris- 
tianity?” It appeared in the Lutheran Witness, Jan- 
uary 1, 1946, p. 14, when the writer submitted it in the 
hope that it would be found “of sufficient constructive 
importance” to permit its appearance there, The writer 
was commended as being “wide awake.” Readers will 
see from this how completely the confession of the 
Lutheran Witness in this matter has changed, and what 
its editors are “constructing” today. — P. H. B.) 


Promiscuous Prayer: 
Un-American — Unbiblical 


An Appeal to the American Legion. By Wil- 
liam Schoenfeld. Concordia Publishing House, 
St. Louis, Missouri, 1919. 


This tract states the reason why joint-prayer 
of those not one in the faith must be regarded 
as unbiblical and, if made a condition or necessary 
obligation of membership in a civic society, also 
un-American, It should be placed into the 
hands of our young men, and also distributed 
freely during the next weeks among the general 
membership of camps already organized. 


Dr. Theo. Graebner, in Lutheran Witness, 
1919, p. 334. 


What Is Needed for Lutheran Union 


In one of his volumes on American Lutheran- 
ism Dr. F. Bente has said: “ . . . The American 
Lutheran synods, in order successfully to steer a 
unity-union movement, must purge themselves 
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thoroughly from the leaven of error, of indiffer- 
entism and unionism. A complete and universal 
return to the Lutheran symbols is the urgent need 
of the hour. Only when united in undivided 
loyalty to the divine truths of God’s Word, will 
the American Lutheran Church be able to measure 
up to its peculiar calling of restoring to Chris- 
tendom the truths of the Gospel in their pristine 
purity and in and with these truths the true unity 
of the Spirit and a fellowship and union both 
beneficial to man and well-pleasing to God.” 
(Vol. I p. 9.) 


_ These are straightforward statements. There 
is no dissimulation there, no compromise, no 
self-delusion, no ‘enthusiasm’; nor are there any 
honeyed phrases there. They are statements in 
perfect harmony with the words of Him who 
asked through His prophet Amos: ‘Can two walk 
together except they be agreed? This was the 
position of Walther, Stoeckhardt, and our sainted 
fathers. This must be our position, if we are 
to remain truly worthy of the name Lutheran. 
— Prof. W. G. Polack, in Lutheran Witness, 
1931, p. 6. (In 1945 Dr. W. G. Polack, as one 
of the “44,” issued the anti-Missourian Chicago 
“Statement.” — P. H. B.) 


What Our Unchanging Attitude Toward 
Other Lutherans Must Be 


How shall we strengthen those American 
Lutherans — let me say, also those Merger 
Lutherans (for there are such) — who are aware 
of the “life-and-death struggle” which is going 
on, and who come out openly on the side of right? 
Surely, by maintaining in our own body an un- 
broken front against the incursion of the lodge- 
evil and of unionism. Let synodical officials 
perform their duty; but above all, let us all be 
awake to our responsibilities. Better a thousand 
times a Missouri Synod of only 10,000 souls, but 
faithful, than a body of a million, honey-combed 
with the lodge-spirit and infected with union- 
ism — that lethal leprosy of the Church. | Let us 
stand firm — no matter what losses in member- 
ship and outward influence our stand may entail; 
the Lord must look out for that, it is none of our 
business. A Missouri Synod growing lax in prac- 
tise, refusing to see the stealthy influences at 
work, afraid to testify, afraid to bring offenders 
to book, afraid to lose a congregation here or 


there, which dispenses itself from disobedience 


to the Word of God, — a Missouri Synod grow- 
ing effete, smug, and spincless, boasting of num- 
bers while it permits dry rot to destroy its inner 
life, would not only be the kind of Church which 
Christ shall spew out from His mouth, but would 
bring down others into ruin and prove a traitor 
to all Lutherans, 


Dr. Theo. Graebner, in Lutheran Witness, 
1919, p. 182. 183. 


(Evrrorrat Nore: It is our well considered and re- 
peatedly stated conviction that the Missouri Synod is 
today “missing the bus” due to the fact that the above 
principles are no longer strictly carried out in its midst. 
Many Lutherans who are tired of the tyranny and rot- 
tenness of unionism in their own churches would flock 
to the Missouri Synod today if only they could be sure 
that they would here find a haven of rest from the evils 
that are assailing them in their own decayed fellowship. 
To this, numerous letters received by us from time to 
time from such Lutherans testify. Let us see that there 
is a return to the old ways! — P. H. B.) 


(To be continued) 


@ What Our Readers Say 


“ET had almost made up my mind to ask for 
admission to the Missouri Synod. But I de- 
cided to wait a while to see whether its softening- 
down movement is to gain momentum or is to die 
out. Her, hitherto at least, rigid adherence to 
verbal and plenary inspiration of the Holy Scrip- 
tures and her, hitherto at least, firm insistence that 
unity of doctrine is a thousand times better than 
mere unionism, have, in my opinion, been the 
secret of her amazing achievements in the king- 
dom of God. TI believe that such layman groups 
as Lutheran Men in America put more stress on 
union than they do on unity, and they may stam- 
pede many clerical leaders, even in the Missouri 
Synod, into joining in their train.” — A well 
known layman, United Lutheran Church. 


“T am entering my second year as a subscriber 
to your publication. I am a layman and a mem- 
ber of a Missouri Synod congregation, and am 
also serving on the Church Council in my con- 
gregation. I first learned of your publication in 
December, 1947, when my pastor handed me a 
copy of the Confessional Lutheran. I was so 
impressed with the contents of your periodical 
that I became a subscriber. The Confessional 
Lutheran speaks the language of Luther and of 
the founding fathers of our synod. There is a 
dark cloud hanging over our synod today. Yes, 
it is sad to say we have pastors and professors 
who are advocating union without unity in doc- 
trine, The Statementarians and their followers 
are trying to undermine the doctrines and teach- 
ings on which the Missouri Synod was founded 
100 years ago — they are trying to change the 
Scriptures. The Confessional Lutheran is in 
complete harmony with the doctrines and teach- 
ings of our beloved Synod, and last but not least 
it stands on the Bible foursquare. Words can- 
not describe the remarkable work which you are 
doing. God bless your efforts!” — A business 
man, Minnesota. 
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“TI became acquainted with the Confessional 
Lutheran through our pastor and look forward 
to every issue of it. Enclosed you will find my 
check for contributing membership within the 
C. L. P. B. May God bless all of you who are 
fighting so hard to maintain true doctrine.” — 
A layman, Illinois. 


“Iévery pastor and every lay member of our 
church ought to read and study the Confessional 
Lutheran. Tach issue is filled with easy-to-read 
articles and items on most important doctrine and 
practice.” — Pastor, Michigan. 


“Y should like to see the Confessional Luther- 
an obtain throughout our synod a very wide circle 
of attentive listeners, or rather readers. You 
say so many things which deserve our most earn- 
est attention and consideration — and _ prayer; 
if we do not give heed to them, we are in very 
grave danger of losing our precious heritage.” — 
Professor, Canada. 


“T enjoy the Confessional Lutheran and agree 
with it 100%. May its influence be felt through- 
out the length and breadth of our synod! May 
wavering members be confirmed by its uncom- 
promising stand, and may the erring be brought 
back!’ — Pastor, State of Washington. 


@ Can We Be Sure As To What 
God Teaches In Romans 16, 17? 


Al Statement of One of the Basic Issues in the 
Present Controversy on Church Fellowship 


The Scriptural Position of the 
Synodical Conference 


“The unity of the Christian Church despite all 
difference of circumstances, times, peoples, and 
tongues consists in its holding fast to the Word 
of Christ, and its division consists in its departing 
from that Word. In order to preserve this unity 
and to guard against division, the Apostle there- 
fore, wherever he might be, sends the message and 
thé admonition to congregations and their teachers 
in no case to ‘teach differently,’ but to hold fast 
without wavering to the form of wholesome words 
which they have learned from the Apostles. From 
Athens he writes to Thessalonica: ‘Hold the 
traditions which ye have been taught, whether by 
word or our Epistle,’ II Thess. 2, 15. He left 
Timothy behind at Ephesus that he might charge 
some that they ‘teach no other doctrine,’ I Tim. 1, 
3. From Corinth he writes to Rome: ‘Avoid those 
who teach otherwise!,’ Romans 16, 17. From 
Rome he writes to Galatia and rebukes the 
Galatians because they have permitted themselves 
to be turned away from the Gospel to another 


which is not another, Gal. 1, 6ff. And returning 
from Europe to Jerusalem, he calls the elders of 
the congregation at Ephesus to Miletus and warns 
them against people who would arise from their 
own midst, speaking perverse things, to draw 
away disciples after them, Acts 20, 29f. 

“From this it is clear upon whom the blame 
falls for division in the Church when doctrine 
comes into question. It falls not upon those who 
hold immovably fast to the doctrine of the Apos- 
tles, but always upon those who depart from it and 
teach differently. Now, we Lutherans of the Syn- 
odical Conference are certain of this and have 
proved it before the world that our doctrine, 
particularly also with regard to the points drawn 
into controversy, is not our own word, but the 
Word of God. We could and we can in all points 
lay the finger on God’s Word and say: “Thus it 
is written’.” 

— Opening Sermon on Romans 16, 17. 18 at 
the 24th Convention of the Ev. Luth. Synodical 
Conference of North America, Saginaw, Mich- 
igan, 1912, by Dr. F. Pieper. Proceedings, pp. 
7-14. Cp. Confessional Lutheran, 1949, pp. 1-5. 
The Un-Scriptural “Opinion” of the Faculty 
of Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, Missouri 

“We shall probably never be able to say with 
absolute certainty whether Paul is here issuing a 
general warning or is speaking of a special group, 
and if the latter is the case, what particular group 
he has in mind.” — Church Fellowship: Opinions 
by the Faculty of Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, 
Mo.; Manuscript for Course in Dogmatics. Con- 
cordia Publishing House, 1946. 

Everyone within the Missouri Synod will 
have to reject cither the above faculty opinion or 
the Scriptural position of the Synodical Confer- 
ence. Should anyone have any difficulty in decid- 
ing between the confession of the clear and cer- 
tain Word of God and a mistaken opinion of men 
which denies such clearness and certainty? 

P. H. Bureporr. 


@® European Relief Once More 


To what we have written concerning European 
Relief in the March issue of the Confessional 
Lutheran, we would add the following. 

The theological seminary of our Lutheran 
brethren in Germany can also use cash money, 
and it is possible to transmit moneys to them. 
There are items such as books, sorely needed by 
the seminary, which can be secured only through 
ready cash. Generous contributions from congre- 
gations among us should prove very helpful to- 
ward the work of the seminary of our brethren. 
If your bank should not be in possession of the 
necessary information for transmitting money to 
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Germany, we suggest that you write Rev. A. V. 
Kuster, Wanatah, Indiana, who can supply par- 
ticulars. 

We again suggest that in writing cither our 
seminary (Lutherische Hochschule; 16, Ober- 
ursel, Taunus; Altkoenigsstrasse 50; U. S. Zone, 
Germany) or any of our pastors in Germany, you 
use air mail, which will reach them in about a week. 

Our people will readily respond to appeals for 
help when the need is properly presented. 

P. H. Bureporr. 


CORRECTION 


In th March issue of the Confessional Lu- 
theran, p. 30, col. 2, the sentence beginning with 
line 29 should read: “They who remain separate 
from errorists take the safe, clean, and one certain 
path which God has pointed out to us, Rom. 16, 
17,” etc. Not: “uncertain” path.) Although our 
readers will have sensed the obvious error to 
which we refer, we believe we ought to call atten- 
tion to it and bring this correction. 


ON THE UNION FRONT 


Latest Editors’ Meeting 

Regarding the National Lutheran Editors’ As- 
sociation Convention reported in the Lutheran 
Witness of November 2, 1948, p. 362, the picture 
is not complete without the addition of some sig- 
nificant facts. 


“editor EX. E. Ryden, of the Augustana Lu- 
theran Church . . . and Editor Theo. Graebner, 
of the Missouri Synod . both reported in 
glowing terms on what took place at Amsterdam.” 
(Lutheran Standard, October 16, 1948, p. 10.) 


On the same page we read: “At the Rock Is- 
land meeting of the editors a committee (Editors 
KE. E, Ryden of the Lutheran Companion, W. G. 
Polack of the Lutheran Witness, and E. W. 
Schramm of the Lutheran Standard) was ap- 
pointed to draft a statement on Lutheran unity.” 
This is the “resolution” referred to in the 
Lutheran Witness report. The Editors’ State- 
ment on Lutheran Unity was adopted ‘“unani- 
mously and wholeheartedly.” (Lutheran Herald.) 

To convey an idea of what the associated Edi- 
tors (including the men representing the Luther- 
an Witness) agreed to “unanimously and whole- 
heartedly,” we quote more fully from the State- 
ment on Lutheran Unity (cp. cover page of 
Lutheran Herald, October 19, 1948) and again 
supplement the report in the Lutheran Witness. 
This new Statement declares: “Here at home we 
sense,-among other factors; the extreme.import- 


ance of retaining our strong position as a Lu- 
theran Church in rural America. We are con- 
vinced that the union of our Lutheran forces 

. in America would be a most effective means 
of succoring and rebuilding world Lutheranism. 

“We note with humble gratitude to God the 
increasing measure of co-operation among Lu- 
therans on parish and wider levels... The many 
all-Lutheran organizations in specialized fields, 
such as this National Association of Lutheran 
Editors and Publishing House Managers, affords 
another cheering proof of the actuality of Luther- 
an co-operation and of the benefits of such co- 
operation. We also rejoice in the fruitful all- 
Lutheran seminars and conferences that are heing 
held in various parts of the country. All of these 
things cause us to thank God and to take cour- 
age as we face the prospects of fuller and broader 
Lutheran unity and co-operation. 

“We are of one mind and spirit in the convic- 
tion that the formation of one Lutheran federa- 
tion, as recommended by a group of editors at a 
convention of the National Lutheran Council in 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, in 1940, should con- 
tinue to be the goal of our endeavors and the 
burden of our prayers. 

“Toward the consummation of such federa- 
tion we urgently reconimend an intensification 
and extension of the present means and methods 
of getting together, planning together, and work- 
ing together as Lutherans. Specifically we 
recommend : 

“The strengthening and widening of the Na- 
tional Lutheran Council so that it becomes the 
powerful service arm of all the Lutheran Churches 
in America. 

“The prompt and aggressive development of 
existing co-operation of Lutherans on parish and 
wider levels. We commend the formation of city, 
regional, and state councils of Lutherans as help- 
ful toward this end.” 

The Lutheran Outlook (of the American Lu- 
theran Conference) is correct when it editorial- 
izes (November, 1948, p. 325): “Actually this 
could be accomplished by a single rather simple 
step, the decision of the Synodical Conference to 
co-operate with the National Lutheran Council. 
We have in the Council an agency which serves 
all groups except those in the Synodical Confer- 
ence, and when we act together through the Coun- 
cil we are a federation of Lutheran Churches.” 

Such was the spirit of the Lutheran Editors’ 
meeting. 


The L. M. A. Again 


The Lutheran Men in America, organization 
for lay fraternization among “all Lutheran 
bodies,” orthodox and heterodox, had its latest 
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meeting reported with apparent approval in the 
Lutheran Witness of December 14, 1948, p. 409. 

A month earlier the Lutheran Men in America 
of Wisconsin, an independent but similar organi- 
zation, held a rally and a retreat. Also at these 
affairs several Missouri Synod laymen took part. 
The local press announced the speakers at the 
retreat, from various Lutheran bodies, one of 
them Dr. O. P. Kretzmann. 


The Better Days of the “Witness” 


Lutheran Witness reporting on such things as 
the Lutheran Men in America has seen better 
days. During the first World War an organi- 
zation of Lutheran laymen from various synods 
arose and flourished for a time — the American 
Lutheran Brotherhood. In the issue of April 8, 
1924, p. 142ff., the Lutheran Witness attacked this 
organization. We quote in part: 

“  . . the A. L. B. aspires to leadership in the 
Lutheran layman world. . . . The leadership it 
proposes is one that we —.and, for that matter, 
any other Lutheran body cannot afford to 
accept. True leadership, to be leadership, must 
be intelligent. And Lutheran organizations must 
have aims that harmonize with Lutheran prin- 
ciples. In both respects the A. L. B. is wanting.” 

The Lutheran Witness did not like the A. L. 
B.’s attempts to force the issue of Lutheran 
union. It criticized the wunionistic attempts: 
“Sentiment must be created so strong as to ‘force 
some get-together steps on our church authorities.’ 
The ministers stand in the way; the Jaymen must 
compel them to move in the direction of union. 
And the ministers are in the wrong, because our 
Lutheran divisions ‘have nothing to do with 
fundamentals of religion,’ but ‘exist because of 
differences of opinions as to unessentials.’ 

“As for the Missouri Synod, this aspersion 
on the ministry cannot be said to apply, since our 
pastors have neglected no occasion to enter into 
conference with the pastors of other Lutheran 
" synods for the purpose of removing the obstacles 
of union.” 

Regarding the unionistic misuse of John 17, 
21, the Lutheran Witness answered: “Lest we be 
accused of ‘narrowness’ and ‘bigotry,’ we shall 
here quote from an editorial in the Presbyterian 
of January 10, 1924, which is the sufficient answer 
to this use of Christ’s sacerdotal prayer :— 

“The promoters of organic union have ap- 
pealed to our Lord’s great intercessory prayer, 
when He prayed to His Father that they might 
“all be one.” Any earnest student of that prayer 
will see that Christ was praying for oneness of 
life, nature, and spirit after the nature of the 
union between Christ and His Father, which 


could not be organic, and to quote this prayer as 
one for mere organic union is well-nigh blas- 
phemous. . . . When a union of organizations is 
accomplished by suppression of truth and testi- 
mony, it destroys men and dishonors God’.” 


The Lutheran Witness of twenty-five years 
ago said futhermore: “Mr. Boyer makes a strong 
point of the ‘fearful waste’ that is at present 
going on due to ‘the duplication of plants doing 
the same work’. Evidently the speaker’ has not 
informed himself of the actual working out of 
union schemes where carried through. Ten years 
ago three Norwegian Lutheran bodies united 
which had occupied the same fields, frequently 
the same towns and villages. Since that day, how 
many congregations have united locally? We 
dare say not more than half a dozen, if that many. 
. . . The economy argument for church union 
falls flat.” The A. L. B. “wants to combine 


churches as one combines stock yards or cigar 
factories.” 


The Lutheran Witness continued: “We cannot 
close this attempt at an estimate of A. L. B. — 
forced upon us through the propaganda of the 
Brotherhood in our own midst — without a refer- 
ence to the seeking for notoriety which marks 
the arrangements for the biennial banquets. In 
1919 the list of speakers included Mayor Thomp- 
son of Chicago,” etc. “Two years later the meet- 
ing was announced as ‘an Epochal Convention,’ 
meeting ‘in Heroic Mood’ and in a ‘Lofty At- 
mosphere,’ a ‘Congress of Lutherans,’ ‘this great- 
est organized effort to unite all of the synods in a 
program’ for a ‘new Era.’ A chorus of ‘Six 
Hundred Leading Lutheran Men’ was organized. 

. . Oh, the futility of it! . . . The words of 
St. Augustine come to mind: ‘Christ the Lord is 
alow gateway! he who enters by this gateway 
must humble himself that he may be able to enter 
with head unharmed’.”’ 


The editorial of twenty-five years ago is 
signed “G.” 
The L. M. A. of today is a bit more refined 


than the old A. L. B., and for that reason, more 
dangerous. A. V. Kuster. 


THE “LUTHERAN WITNESS” MUST 
BE RESTORED AS THE VOICE OF 
THE MISSOURI SYNOD 
THE ERRORS OF SIGNERS OF 
THE “STATEMENT” OF THE “44” 
MUST BE REJECTED 


EVANGELICAL DISCIPLINE MUST PREVAIL 
WITHIN THE MISSOURI SYNOD 
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© Love? 
A Prophecy by Dr. Walther for Our Day 
Never has there been as much talk about love 


doctrine and no longer rebukes aberrations from 
God’s Word as sharply as in bygone times; and 
that one therefore also acknowledges those as 
dear brethren in the faith who in some points do 


as there is in our times. Among such as want 
to be Christians as well as among such as do not 
want to be regarded as Christians love has now 
become a watchword and a slogan. 


But now what do such Christians (as are 
being described) understand by love? By this 
they understand above all that one in matters of 
faith shows himself more tolerant, as they ex- 
press it, that is, lenient, indulgent, and yielding; 
that one is no longer so exacting about purity of 


not want to submit themselves obediently to God’s 
Word if they only accept some especially impor- 
tant articles of faith. 


Now, what of this? Is this actually supposed 
to be a description of love? Does not Holy 
Scripture, on the contrary, say: “Love rejoiceth 
not in iniquity, but rejoiceth in the truth’? 
(I Cor. 13.) Such Christians appear to be like 
the man who indeed showed himself very liberal 
and generous toward the poor, but who did not 
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take what he gave away from his own possessions, 
but from the possessions of others, clandestinely 
filching things from others and then publicly 
presenting them to the poor. For what else do 
Christians do than that they take from God His 
Word, His truth, His honor, and thereby lend 
themselves the appearance as though they possess 
more love than others? Of what poor quality the 
love of such charitable Christians is can be seen 
by the way, among other things, by the spirit 
which they manifest over against those who take 
them to task because of their light regard for the 
truth. Toward these they are for the most part 
full of resentment, venom, and bitter animosity. 
— (Dr. C. F. W. Walther, Hausandachten, p. 92.) 

Submitted by Rev. W. Georgi, Ft. Wayne, Ind. 
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©® The Doctrine of the Church 


(A paper adopted by the Pastoral Conference 
of the Northern Illinois District held at Melrose 
Park, Illinois, April 6 and 7, 1948.) 

At its Chicago convention the Missouri Synod 
unanimously resolved “that we express our 
sincere desire that true Scriptural unity with the 
American Lutheran Church and with other Lu- 
theran bodies may be achieved and that we humbly 
pray God for His guidance in this matter.” 

One of the main obstacles to true Scriptural 
unity with the American Lutheran Church and 
with other Lutheran bodies is a false doctrine of 
the Church found within these churches. This 
false doctrine is the fruitful mother of many other 
false doctrines, and these in turn raise further 
barriers against attaining true Scriptural unity. 

Differences concerning these doctrines are, 
sorry to say, also disrupting the unity and har- 
mony of our Synod and of the Synodical Con- 
ference. Such discord naturally grieves and 
pains every Missourian, and therefore every Mis- 
sourian will anxiously seek to heal such disunity. 
Scripture, however, has prescribed only one legiti- 
mate method to heal divisions within the Church, 
namely, through doctrine and reproof from the 
Word of God. Let us therefore at this time, in 
the simple language of the Catechism and in a 
wholly objective manner, speaking the truth in 
love, learn what Scripture teaches concerning this 
doctrine. In order that the personal element may 
not enter into our discussion, I have purposely 
omitted the references to my quotations. How- 
ever, I can assure you that the quotations are 
correct and according to the context. We shall 


treat the doctrine of the Church under these three 
subheads : — 


1) All Believers are One Spiritual Body; 

2) The False Doctrine of the Church Leads 
to Many Other Errors; 

3) All Christians Should Foster True Scrip- 


tural Unity in the Church. 


May God graciously bestow His guidance and 
blessing upon our deliberation so that it may 
redound to His glory, and that we, the members 
of the Pastoral Conference of the Northern 
Ulinois District, may become truly one in the con 
fession of the one true faith. Amen. 


All Believers Are One Spiritual Body 
God says; — . 
“And believers were the more added to thé 


Lord,” Acts 5:14. 


“The Lord added to the Church daily suc 
as should be saved,” Acts 2:47. 
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“(God) hath put all things under His feet, 


and gave Him to be the Head over all things to 
the Church, which is His body, the fulness of 
Him that filleth all in all,’ Eph. 1:22. 23. 

“The kingdom of God cometh not with ob- 
servation,” Luke 17: 20. 


“The Lord knoweth them that are His,” 2 
Tim. 2:19. 


Missouri teaches: — 


“What is the holy Christian Church? The 
holy Christian Church is the communion of 
saints, that is, the whole number of believers in 
Christ; for all believers, and only believers, are 
members of this Church. (The invisible Church.)” 
(New Catechism, Ques. 175.) 


“Why do you say, I believe in ‘the’ Church? 
I say, I believe in the Church because there is 
only one Church; for all believers are a com- 
munion of saints, or one spiritual body, whose 
one and only Head is Christ.” (Ibid., Ques. 177.) 


“Why do you say, I ‘believe’ in the Church? 
I say, I believe in the Church — A. Because the 
Church is invisible, since no man can look into 
another’s heart and see whether he believes.” 
(Ibid., Ques. 176.) 


Others Also Believe 


I am not the only one who believes that God 
for Christ’s sake forgives me all my sins. Others 
also believe in forgiveness through Christ. 

This truth is expressed by Luther in his Small 
Catechism in these words: “But the Holy Ghost 
has called me by the Gospel, enlightened me with 
His gifts, sanctified and kept me in the true faith; 
even as He calls, gathers, enlightens, and sancti- 
fies the whole Christian Church on earth, and 
keeps it with Jesus Christ in the one true faith.” 

Here the word “gathers” is important. The 
Holy Ghost does not only bring individuals to 
faith, but by working faith in their heart He at 
the same time gathers them into a fellowship of 
faith: they all have the one true faith. 

This fellowship of faith is called “the holy 
Christian Church, the communion of saints.” 
Though not holy in themselves, the believers have 
been cleansed by the blood of Christ, for through 
faith in Christ they have forgiveness of sins and 
in faith serve God in righteousness and holiness. 

_ Whoever despairs of his own righteousness 
and believes that in Christ and through Christ 
he has forgiveness of all his sins is a member of 
the Christian Church. As such he is Christ’s 
own and lives under Him in His kingdom. 


But every person in whose heart true faith 
does not dwell — even though he may profess 
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the Christian faith and diligently use the means 
of grace — is not a member of the holy Christian 
Church, Because he has not by faith appropriated 
to himself the forgiveness of sins offered in the 
Gospel, therefore he does not live under grace; 
he has not been delivered from the power of 
darkness and has not been translated into Christ’s 
kingdom of grace. 

What then is the Christian Church? It is no 
more and no less than the whole number of true 
believers in Christ — all those and only those who 
have been called, gathered, enlightened, sanctified 
and kept by the Holy Ghost in the one true faith. 


Believers Alone Constitute the Body of Christ 


“This Church alone is called the body of 
Christ, which Christ renews (Christ is its Head, 
and) sanctifies and governs by His Spirit. Where- 
fore, those in whom Christ does not act through 
His Spirit are not the members of Christ.” 
(Apology, Triglotta, p. 227.) 

It is contrary to Scripture, to the Lutheran 
Confessions, and our synodical Catechism to apply 
the term “body of Christ” to the visible Church, 
or to call, for example, the congregation in Cor- 
inth the “body of Christ.” For even when St. 
Paul says, I Cor. 12:27, “Ye are the body of 
Christ, and members individually,” he does not 
address the visible, local congregation, in which 
ungodly and hypocrites were in outward fellow- 
ship with believers, but he addresses the Church 
of God which is at Corinth, to them that are 
sanctified in Christ Jesus, called to be saints, 
I Cor. 1:2. (Besides, when St. Paul says, Ye 
are members individually,” this cannot be ap- 
plied to the ungodly and hypocrites. — Added 
later by T. D.) 

Since all believers have the one true faith, 
they are by that one true faith inwardly and spir- 
itually joined to Christ and in Christ with each 
other. They, and they alone, are one spiritual 
body, whose one and only Head is Christ. 


The Church Is Invisible 


Since it is only by faith in the forgiveness of 
sins through Christ that a person becomes a mem- 
ber of the holy Christian Church, the communion 
of saints, and since no man can look into another 
man’s heart to see whether he believes (I of 
course can and should know whether I believe), 
therefore only God knows who is actually a mem- 
ber of the Christian Church. 

The Christian Church is therefore invisible. 
That does not mean that the Church is merely 
an idea which exists in our mind. The Church 
actually exists in this earth, but we cannot and do 
not know who is a member of the Church. “The 
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kingdom of God cometh not with observation,” 
Luke 17:20. We can only take for granted (We 
would add “or assume.” T. D.) that he who pro- 
fesses the Christian faith and leads a Christian 
life is a true believer and therefore a member of 
the Christian Church. 


But though we cannot tell who is actually a 
member of the Christian Church, we do know 
where the Church, the invisible communion of 
believers, may be found, namely, “not only in 
those external church communions which. teach 
the Word of God purely in every part, but also 
where, along with error, so much of the Word 
of God still remains that men may be brought 
to the knowledge of their sins and to faith in the 
forgiveness of sins.” (Brief Statement, Par. 26.) 


The Local Congregation 


It is God’s will and order that Christians unite 
externally and visibly for the preaching of the 
Word and the administration of the Sacraments, 
and thus organize an external, local congregation. 
Such external union can self-evidently be based 
only on the external profession of faith. But as 
our Brief Statement says, “The visible society, 
containing hypocrites as well as believers, is called 
a Church only in an improper sense,” that is to 


say, the use of the term in that case is not strictly 
accurate, 


It is surprising that this simple doctrine of the 
Church, as found in Luther’s Small Catechism, 
should ever be attacked within the Lutheran 
Church. That is nevertheless a sad fact. 


The “Visible Side” of the Invisible Church 


Among Lutherans not in doctrinal unity with 
us it is taught that the “invisible Church” has 
also a “visible side” and by this “visible side” is 
meant the use of the means of grace. 


: Now it is true, as was stated in 1947, that God 

makes use of visible means of grace to create 
His Church jin the world,” but it is a Romanizing 
error, when it was furthermore stated that “the 
Church becomes visible to that extent,” and that 
the “Church must remain in this world both visible 
and invisible.” 


It is only through the means of grace, the 
Gospel and the Sacraments, that faith is created, 
sustained, and nourished. But the use of the 
means of grace can never, not even partially, 
cause the Church, the congregation of believers, 
to become visible, because faith, the constitutive 
factor, remains invisible. The means of grace 
are the “marks” of the Church, that is, they are 
that whereby the presence of the Church is per- 


ceived, apprehended, exhibited, or manifested. 
But they are not and never can be that by which 
the believers as such are perceived, apprehended, 
exhibited, or manifested. 

The Concordia Cyclopedia, p. 143, rightly 
says, “According to Christ’s clear words (Luke 
17:20. 21) His kingdom, or Church, does not 
come perceptibly. . . . The true Church of Christ 
cannot be manifested to the eye, because ‘the 
kingdom of God it within you’.” And the official 
doctrinal position of our Synod in this matter is 
expressed in these words: “The Christian Church 
is invisible, Luke 17:20, and will remain invisible 
till Judgment Day, Col. 3:3. 4.” (Brief State- 
ment, Par. 25.) 

The last cited passage is important. It tells 
us that our life is “hid with Christ in God” and 
that when Christ, our Life, shall be revealed, 
“then” — not before —- we also shall be mani- 
fested, exhibited, or revealed in glory. Hence 
it is contrary to Scripture to say of the Christian 
Church that it is the visible body of Christ on 
earth; or to say that the group in which the 
Word of God is most purely preached and con- 
fessed according to the Holy Scriptures is the 
most complete expression of the one holy Chris- 
tian Church; or to say that the aim of the true 
visible Church must be to be the visible manifest- 
ation of the Una Sancta; or to maintain that the 
Christian Church is both visible and invisible in 
this world. 


A Fruitful Mother 


The false doctrine of a “visible side” of the 
“invisible Church” leads to the even more griev- 
ous error of Rome, that the so-called visible 
Church is the body of Christ, that hypocrites and 
ungodly men are actually members of the holy 
Christian Church, and that the mere use of the 
means of grace, for example, to hear the Gospel 
or to partake of the Lord’s Supper, makes a per- 
son a member of the Communion of Saints. 


The false doctrine of a “visible side” of the 
“invisible Church” is also the fruitful mother of 
many other grievous errors, as we shall presently 
point out. Here is the exact point where Mis- 
sourianism differs from every form of neo-Lu- 
theranism, for it is here that the false doctrine of 
the Church, found in the U. L. C., the A. L. C., 
and other synods, goes off on a tangent. Here 
lies one of the main obstacles to true Scriptural 
unity among the Lutherans of America. 


Here is also the sore spot in our Synod. 
Turo. Dierks, S. T. D. 
(To be continued) 
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© What Is Divisive 
of Church Fellowship? 


H. K. Dietrich, Pittsburgh, Penn. 


The teaching of false doctrine is positively 

divisive of church fellowship. While there are 
some in our Synod who are trying to find an 
excuse for church fellowship with errorists, Dr. 
Luther has settled this matter for Lutherans for 
once and for all by teaching in the explanation of 
the First Petition: “He that teaches and lives 
otherwise than God’s Word teaches, profanes the 
name of God among us. From this preserve us, 
heavenly Father!” Anyone who understands the 
meaning of this explanation, will have no diffi- 
culty in understanding these words of Paul: “Now 
I beseech you, brethren, mark them which cause 
divisions and offenses contrary to the doctrine 
which ye have learned; and avoid them. For 
they that are such serve not our Lord Jesus Christ, 
but their own belly; and by good words and fair 
speeches deceive the hearts of the simple,” Rom. 
16: 17-18. Again: “Now I beseech you, brethren, 
by the name of the Lord Jesus Christ, that ye 
all speak the same thing, and that there be no 
divisions among you; but that ye be perfectly 
joined together in the same mind and in the 
same judgment.” 1 Cor. 1:10. “Beware of 
the doctrine of the Pharisees and Sadducees,” is 
the warning of Jesus, Mat. 16:12. “Beware lest 
any man spoil you through philosophy and vain 
deceit, after the tradition of men, after the rudi- 
ments of the world, and not after Christ,” is 
Paul’s warning in Col. 2:8. “Be not carried 
about with divers and strange doctrines,” is the 
warning in Heb. 13:9. 
_ From these Scripture passages we learn that 
it is God’s will and command that all believers 
should hear, learn, and proclaim only the pure 
Word which He Himself has given in Holy 
Scripture and that purity of doctrine is a chief 
thing. Scripture condemns perverters of God’s 
Word as false prophets, teachers of fables and 
damnable heresies, ungodly men, men of cor- 
rupt minds and reprobate concerning the faith, 
deceivers and antichrists, whom Christians must 
avoid as conceited ignoramuses who are under 
God’s curse. 

_Luther says: “Whoever regards his doctrine, 
faith, and confession as true, right, and certain 
cannot stand in one stall with others that teach 
or favor false doctrine.” 

In his Weltanschauung Dr. Pieper says: “To 
the confession of the truth, there also belongs the 
rejection of the opposite error. Whosoever allows 
ctror or ambiguity. to place itself alongside of 
truth as equally legitimate thereby gives up the 


truth, because it is the nature of truth to repel 
error.” 

It is indeed a great pity that some men are 
blinded by the devil to such an extent that they 
permit their false sympathy to overrule the pure 
teachings of Holy Scripture. While it is true 
that we should love our neighbor, we Christians 
are warned that we should not countenance false 
prophets and their errors. Therefore instead of 
practising church fellowship with them, let us 
humbly submit to the apostolic injunction as 
found in Rom. 16:17, and shun and avoid them. 
If Scripture assures us that two cannot walk to- 
gether except they be agreed, how can they prac- 
tice pulpit and altar fellowship and sing and pray 
and worship together? Such un-Scriptural prac- 
tice is due entirely to Satan and his influence. It 
was not the practice of the prophets. It was not 
the practice of Jesus. It was not the practice of 
Paul. It was not the practice of Luther. Every 
Christian is required by the Word of God to 
shun and avoid such un-Scriptural fellowship. 


Brethren, let us be true to the Word of God, 
our dear Lord Jesus Christ, our Scriptural con- 
fessions and our illustrious fathers of the Re- 
formation. Let us by the grace of God cling 
tenaciously to the pure doctrines of Holy Scrip- 
ture, especially the three principles of the Refor- 
mation: Sola Scriptura, sola gratia, sola fide. 
Those men of God, the reformers, were grounded 
in the faith, noble in their lives, ready to yield 
all, riches, power, position, life, rather than a 
single doctrine of Holy Scripture. 


At the Diet of Spire, someone remarked: 
“We must either deny the Word of God — or 
burn.” They chose the Word of God, even 
though they might be burned for this. 


Philip of Hesse, ardent, bold, intelligent, a 
man of the sword, puts many a present-day pro- 
fessor and D.D. to shame. He declared the 
depth of his conviction when he said to the 
Elector John: “As for me, I would rather die 
than renounce the Word of God, and allow my- 
self to be driven from the throne.” 


Wolfgang, Prince of Anhalt, stated: “If the 
honor of my Lord Jesus Christ requires it, I am 
ready to leave my goods and life behind me. 
Rather would I renounce my subjects and my 
states; rather would I quit the country of my 
fathers, staff in hand; rather would I gain my 
bread by cleaning the shoes of foreigners, than 
to receive any other doctrine than that which is 
contained in the Confession.” 


Such men are not easily defeated. They must 
be exterminated to be beaten. 
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We ought to obey God rather than man. We 
ought to obey the Lord Jesus Christ rather than 
lords of the earth. We ought to obey Scripture 
as it reads and stands without the admixture of 
human reason. 


Let us beware of the spirit of the Zwinglians, 
their frivolous treatment of Scripture-passages, 
their twisting of the text to meet the demands of 
human reasoning, their tendency to unite by 
ignoring doctrinal differences, or finding formulas 
pleasing to both parts. Theirs is a different spirit. 
Woe to anyone who aligns himself with that 
pernicious spirit! 

Instead of having church fellowship with 
errorists, we must vigorously oppose them and 
warn our members and each other against them. 


Shortly before his death, while occupying the 
Wittenberg pulpit for the last time, Luther said 
with characteristic boldness and prophetic vision: 
“Fleretofore ye have heard the pure Word of 
God; but beware of your own thoughts and rea- 
son, The devil will light the torch of reason and 
pervert your faith, as happened to the Ana- 
baptists and Reformed perverters of the Sacra- 
ment. I can see that unless God provides us 
with faithful pastors and teachers, the factious 
spirits will tear our church to shreds.” 


These words, dear brethren, were uttered 
more than four centuries ago.. Among the various 
Protestant sects today there is such an unspeak- 
ably horrible and brutal mutilation of the Scrip- 
tural Christ that He is reduced to a mere man 
or even a benevolent deceiver. To have pulpit, 
altar or church fellowship with such is a denial 
of the truth and a heinous disobedience to the 
‘Word of the Christ whom we profess. 


Let us stand forth for the doctrine of the 
inerrancy of Holy Scripture and the faith once 
delivered to the saints. Be sure and mark those 
men among us who practice pulpit and altar fel- 
lowship with the heterodox and so-called Lu- 
therans, and avoid them. They that are such 
serve not our Lord Jesus Christ, but give com- 
fort and relief to those miserable traitors who 
have repudiated their faith by leaving our Church 
and Synod and uniting with other church bodies 
that are honeycombed with false doctrine, so 
utterly disastrous to human souls and positively 
divisive of church fellowship. 

May our dear heavenly Father for Christ’s 
sake graciously preserve us from taking such 
a fatal step! 


@ The “Lutheran Witness” Once 
and Now on the Principles of 
Church Fellowship and Unionism 


With Special Reference to Romans 16, 17 


“Thy mouth hath testified against thee.” 
II Sam. 1, 16. 


(Continued) 
III 


The Pattern Once Predicted for Missouri 

The writer remembers that thirty years ago 
the expectation was quite general that when 
“Young Missouri” took the helm, the doctrinal 
course of the Missouri Synod would be consider- 
ably altered. The younger clergy would form a 
faction, like in other denominations, more liberal 
in doctrine and especially in practice. There 
would be a period of inward strife, the old wag~ 
ing a hopeless battle against the new; there would 
probably be divisions and large desertions, and 
only a policy of compromise would save our or- 
ganization, : 

If all this had come to pass, we should have 
to say that we richly deserved it. The purity of 
doctrine, the integrity of the Sacraments, and 
CONFESSIONAL PRACTICE have not been appreciated 
as they should have been. (Our emphasis.) 


Dr. Theo. Graebner, in Lutheran Witness, 
1929, p. 3. 


(EprrortaL Nore: Everyone of our readers knows 
that the prediction outlined above has in part come to 
pass today. And, of course, everyone will have to admit 
that we have richly deserved this for the reasons stated 
above. There is a divisive faction among us, crystallized 
in the anti-Missourian “Statementarians,” like in other 
denominations, more liberal in doctrine AND ESPECIALLY 
IN PRACTICE. We are witnessing a period of inward 
strife. However, we are far from agreeing that we 
who stand for the “old” things in Missouri as well 
as in our Confessions and in Holy Scripture are wag- 
ing a hopeless battle against the “new” things cham- 
pioned by the liberalized Lutheran Witness and its 
noisy little band of followers. And we do not believe 
that only a policy of compromise will save our organ- 
ization; nor yet that we dare be interested merely in 
saving our organization as such. We firmly believe 
that the Word of God and the power of God operative 
through that Word will preserve unto all such as by 
divine grace earnestly desire this and strive for it a 
Scriptural fellowship of faith — P. H. B.) 


Why There Is Still a Missouri Synod Today 


It has often been said, but it should be said 
again: Error first begs toleration (for the sake 
of ‘Christian love and charity,’ ‘synodical fellow- 
ship,’ etc.) ; granted toleration, it demands equal 
rights with the Truth; never satisfied with this, 
it ever ends by demanding for itself exclusive 
rights — it must govern. .. . The reason why 


‘there is a Missouri Synod today is because our 


A SEERA Mme nen 
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synod and its congregations, its pastoral confer- 
ences, its synodical meetings, its general conven- 
tions, its theological seminaries, and its books and 
periodicals have ever opposed error on its first 
stage. It refuses tolerance to that which is con- 
trary to the will of Christ. — “Teditors and Read- 
ers,” by “G.,” in Lutheran Witness, 1924, p. 55. 

(EpitoriaL Nore: We have previously shown that 
the St. Louis seminary faculty has, so far as it is 
concerned, already been prevailed upon to grant equal 
rights to conflicting views concerning Romans 16, 17, 
which represents error in its second stage; and that the 
Lutheran Witness staff is contending for error in its 
third stage — sole dominance of its own erroneous 
views. But we have also reminded our readers that 
these men are not the synod, but accountable to it. So 
far as the Missouri Synod as such is concerned, it 
unfortunately has done no more as yet than to recognize 
at its 1947 convention that its fellowship has been dis- 
turbed by certain issues. But, thank God, we are still 
contending against error on its first stage. We have not 
granted tolerance to the divisive errors of the Lutheran 
Witness and of the “44” whose pernicious cause it is 
serving, and, so help us God, we never shall! This is 
what is necessary on the part of all who want a Mis- 
souri Synod tomorrow! — P. H. B.) 


What Every Church Expects 


Whenever movements arise that tend to bring 
disunion into our public profession, tendencies 
that work towards divisions in the Church, inter- 
nal dissensions, splitting up the Church into war- 
ring parties and factions, it is the business of the 
official papers to counteract such movements by 
setting forth the Scriptural point of view and by 
pointing out the error of the antagonist. The 
Word of God gives us no leeway here whatever. 
We cannot make distinctions of persons. We are 
to climinate personalities only so long as error 
can be fought effectively without them. The pussy- 
footer, when it is a matter of upholding God’s 
truth, is a betrayer. Hence, make no mistake 
about it, when church-papers like the “Presby- 
terian”’ and the “Eastern Methodist” are pointing 
out the error contained in the teaching of men 
high in their denominations, quoting their books 
by title and their authors by name, they are only 


doing what every Church expects of its organs” 


and what it expects OF EVERY LOYAL SUPPORTER 
~— to fight in the open when private admonition 
has failed. Public offenses need not be given 
public correction in every case; it is much better 
to settle differences outside the court of public 
opinion. But the differences mutst be settled, and 
since publicity is the most powerful agent in kill- 
ing off noxious plants before they overrun the 
garden, the church-body will expect its editors 
to employ this means when unscriptural teachings 
and methods are determined to find shelter under 
our church roof, 

Dr. Theo. Graebner, Lutheran Witness, 1924, 
p. 54f. (Our emphasis.) 


(EprrortaL Nore: With the exception of the state- 
ment that “public offenses need not be given public cor- 
rection in every case” we agree wholeheartedly with the 
principles stated above, and we shall continue to exercise 
them in our conflict with the Lutheran Wiiness and 
other public disturbers of our peace. It is because the 
Lutheran Witness is itself a chief offender in the present 
conflict, because private admonition has long ago failed, 
and because we are denied a voice in our official publica- 
tions, that such an unofficial publication as the Con- 
fessional Lutheran has become so necessary. Loyal sup- 
porters of our synod humbly thank God for all the en- 
couragement He has given it. — P. H. 3B.) 


The Fine Kettle of Fish That We Have 
in the “Lutheran Witness” Today 


There are some things an official church-paper 
cannot do. Readers have [in 1938] again urged 
us to sponsor the proposal that the name of our 
Synod be changed since the present name is “mis- 
leading” and a “handicap for our mission-work.” 
Others have suggested that we open the pages 
to a general discussion of the expansion of our 
college courses in order to attract non-ministerial 
students, and also to a discussion of the opening 
of these schools generally to girls, 


To all such requests we have one reply: Pro- 
posals affecting the work of our Church, if they 
include new measures stich as those mentioned 
(there are many others), can receive the support 
of an official paper only when Synod has made 
its position clear by resolution. Any other policy 
would create more confusion in our synodical 
household than District Presidents and national 
officers could correct. The proper place for rec- 
ommendations of this kind is in the form of 
overtures to Synod. We would have a fine kettle 
of fish if the Editorial Committee did not so limit 
itself with reference to all proposals in the direc- 
tion of changes in the synodical set-up. 

Dr. Theo. Graebner, in Lutheran Witness, 
1938, p. 93, under the heading “Our Limitations.” 


(Eprroria, Note: We today have such a fine kettle 
of fish in the Lutheran Witness as is rightly declaimed 
against in the above article. Witness for instance the 
propaganda of its editors toward joining the National 
Lutheran Council. In 1944 an editorial advocating such 
membership was timed to reach members of our synod 
just prior to its general convention and stacks of that 
issue were laid out in ready reach of delegates at that 
convention, where they could best be influenced to vote 
on the measure to the liking of the Lutheran Witness 
staff. However, our synod took adverse action, never- 
theless, in keeping with its historic policy, because of 
the unionistic nature of the N. L. C. Witness again the 
propaganda in the Lutheran Witness for Dr, Graebner’s 
personal “notion” concerning Romans 16, 17 which runs 
counter to every confession which Synod ever made of 
the truth contained in this clear and basic passage of 
Holy Scripture. Witness in brief, what is more weighty 
than any single one of the various doctrines with regard 
to which the Lutheran Witness is in error and out of 
step with the public confession of its Synod as well as 
the confession of the Lutheran Church in general and 
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the language of Scripture: its whole unionistic tendency. 
We do not agree, however, that the confusion which the 
false policy of the Lutheran Witness has created in our 
midst is more than its officials can correct. Let these 
only faithfully exercise the, evangelical discipline with 
which they have been entrusted over against the ever 
increasing flood of error in doctrine and practice which 
is threatening to engulf our church, and there will be an 
end to it. A million souls will support them. Also 
members chafing under indifference and unionism and the 
tyrannous oppression that goes with these in other bodies 
will rejoice over this — and possibly come over to us 
to help us create one orthodox Lutheran church in 
America and throughout the world. Let there be no 


littleness of faith in the actual power of God’s Word! 
— P. H. B.) 


A Case for Synodical Discipline 
The editors of our synodical organs are 
obligated to utter only such opinions as agree with 
the Confessions of the Lutheran Church. One 
of the editors is appointed by the faculty. The 
other is elected by the Missouri Synod. Thus 
both are under synodical control, and any depar- 
ture from the Lutheran Confessions would be 
handled like any other case of synodical discipline. 

This, dear subscriber, is your safeguard. 


The second duty of our editorial staff is to 
reflect the synodical viewpoint and not the con- 
victions of any group or of any official or of the 
editor. Lutheraner and Lutheran Witness are 
synodical organs in a true sense. To illustrate. 
An editor had a strong conviction that our mis- 
sion-work requires centralized supervision. He 
spoke his mind in unofficial publications, on the 
floor of conferences, in resolution committees, 
and on the floor of synodical conventions. But 
he could not agitate for even so wholesome and 
progressive a move as this in the official organs. 
Unless this rule is observed, the subscriber has no 
protection against any pet schemes that might, for 
the time being, fascinate our editors. Against 
such confusion and formation of strife our Synod 
is protected as long as the editors regard their 
paper as the organ of Synod and not their own. 

Dr. Theo. Graebner, in Lutheran Witness, 
1936, p. 181. (Our emphasis. ) 

(EnrrortaL Note: Our readers should hardly need 
to be reminded that the Lutheran Witness has, in accord 
with the above stated principles, been ripe for discipline 
long ago. One of the most common questions that is 
being asked with bleeding hearts in the Missouri Synod 
today is: Why is the president of synod not doing what 


should be done in this respect? Cp. Constitution of 
Missouri Synod, Art. XI. — P. H. B. 


Let Them Hire a Hall! 

The rights of conscience cannot be pleaded 
in this connection. Even if an editor believes that 
a course of action pursued by his synod works 
harm.to the kingdom of God, he cannot use that 
synod’s own organ in order to gain adherents to 


his way of thinking. He may speak in confer- 
ence and convention or hire a hall, but he cannot 
use the official paper. Things may not always be 
peaceful in our Synod as they are now, and it is 
well that at this time we become clearly conscious 
of those limitations which should always be pre- 
served by our editors. 

“But does this really apply in matters where 
Christian conscience is involved?” It certainly 
applies. That which must govern the attitude of 
our church papers is, indeed, Christian conscience. 
But it is the conscience of the church-body, 
voiced in the resolutions of its conventions, which 
has a right to be heard through its papers. Nay, 
it is for this very purpose that it has the official 
organs at all! And if the editor feels that his 
conscience does not agree with that of his masters, 
the synodical delegates, he must keep silence, so 
far as the organ edited by him is concerned. 
Those who would claim that this is a suppression 
of Christian liberty have not yet found the proper 
viewpoint regarding the functions of a religious 
paper. The editor, as well as the synodical 
officers generally, cannot within the sphere of 
their official action place their conviction or con- 
science above the will of the Church. All their 
authority is delegated authority. When they 
speak and act as officers of the Church, they are 
bound by the decisions of the Church. 

Dr. Theo. Graebner, in Lutheran Witness, 
1924, p. 34f. (Our emphasis.) 

(EprrortaL Nore: That the Lutheran Witness staff 
no longer hesitates even expressly and emphatically to 
voice its disagreement with ‘resolutions of Synod, also 
in matters of doctrine, can be seen, for instance, by com- 
paring Lutheran Witness, December 10, 1940. Wanting 
matters which Synod had specifically declared matters 
of doctrine to be called “open questions” and treated as 
open questions, the Lutheran Witness brazenly declared : 
“The editors have not voiced agreement with every 
phrase of the 1938 resolutions — they have taken ex~ 
ception to some of the phrasing”’ As recently as under 


date of December, 1948, Dr. Graebner has stated: “No 
Synodical official has ever sought to suppress our ex~ 


_ pressions on the Union Resolutions of 1938.” — P. H.B.) 


The Only Thing That Can Give Us Rest 

That we have strict discipline in our Synod 
[1926] we shall certainly not deny. We do not 
tolerate false doctrine, and we believe that there 
are certain rules of practice that are prescribed 
in Scripture. If a minister were to preach false 
doctrine or practice contrary to Scripture, it 1s 
the business of the congregation to call him to 
account. If this is unavailing, his conference and, 


if necessary, his District will take action. The 
same rule applies to our synodical officials. The 


same rule once more applies to our theological 
faculties in St. Louis and Springfield. Let en 
individual Christian bring charges against any 
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pastor, official, synodical officer, or professor, and 
the entire Synod will regard herself as involved 
and will not rest until the case has been settled 
according to the Word of God. The final decision 
in all cases rests with the representatives of our 
clergy and congregations assembled in delegate 
convention, which is the supreme court of our 
Church, so far as the fellowship of pastors and 
congregations is concerned, and which is bound 
in all its decisions by the Word of God. Even 
in their capacity as editors and as censors of our 
official publications our theological professors 
have no final authority, but can go only as far as 
the Word of God permits them to go. The rules 
by which they are judged if they transgress are 
the same which a congregation will apply to its 
most obscure member if he goes wrong. 


Dr. Theo. Graebner, in Lutheran Witness, 
1926, p. 323. (Our emphasis.) 

(Epirorra Nore: Charges against the staff of the 
Lutheran Witness are resting in the office of the Presi- 
so far as the present writer is concerned, Further 
charges, concerning the misuse of the Lutheran Witness 
by members of its editorial staff toward advancing false 
teaching, contrary to the confession of the synod, have 
been filed on later occasions. We have never been in- 
formed that preper action, or any action, has been taken 
concerning them while the public offenses against which 
we have complained are permitted to continue to cause 
division in our church contrary to the doctrine which we 
have learned. A memorial by the congregation of the 
writer complaining of false teaching on the part of the 
Lutheran Witness concerning the Church was in 1947 by 
decision of the President listed merely as “Unprinted 
Memorial No. 2,” and the charges of false teaching 
contained in it were never brought to the attention of 
the synod met in convention, with the result that this 
highest court of appeal did not know of them at all 
and therefore could not take proper action concerning 
them. Action on Overture VIII of the Proceedings of 
the South Dakota District Convention of 1948, pp. 18-21, 
was headed off by “authoritative information” which, 
after the convention, turned out to be information by 
the General President of Synod which should never 
have been given and which was not correct. This public 
document, which contains extensive and well documented 
charges of false teachings of the Lutheran Witness, is, 
for the reason given, once more before the South Dakota 
District for action at its next convention. If we wished 
to report all of the charges that have been brought 
against the Lutheran Witness, in public documents and 
otherwise, by individuals, groups, and bodies, this would 
require too extensive a space for our present purpose. 
The list would be a formidable and frightening one. 
Let no member of our synod be deceived into believing 
that he is not involved in such matters. They are still 
the concern of everyone of us, and always will be. — 
P. H. BY) 


Your Duty Toward Preserving the 


Synodical Character of Our Official Papers 


To be exact, we should have headed this 
article: Limitations of Editorship. More exactly 
still: Limitations of Editors of Missouri Synod 
Organs. . . . The subject is not now (1924) in 


controversy, hence may be discussed without pre- 
judice or passion, marking out certain principles 
which are now [1924], indeed, taken for granted, 
but which should be placed on record against the 
day when they must be invoked to preserve the 
synodical character of our official papers. 

Let our editors depart from the norm of Scrip- 
ture, and their suspension, through regular official 
action, is certain. The trust reposed is great, 
but the remedy for misuse of that trust is absolute, 
and, should it ever become necessary, will (let us 
hope) be swift, certain, and final... . It is the 
business of our people continually to watch over 
their papers in order that those in charge may 
never transgress their proper limitations, — the 
limitations of those who are editing, not a paper 
of their own, but Synod’s. Should this occur, 
then it becomes the reader’s duty to demand cor- 
rection. If this is refused, or the offense 1s 
repeated, public opinion will certainly compel such 
editor’s removal. 

Dr. Theo. Graebner, in Lutheran Witness, 
1924, p. 19. 

(EprrortaL Nore: The day has certainly come when 
the above principles must be invoked to preserve the 
synodical character of our official paper, the Lutheran 
Witness. For that the Confessional Lutheran has 
brought more than sufficient evidence both in the present 
series of articles as well as in many former issues. — 
P. H. B.) 


Facing the Ugly Facts That Confront Us 


We must not try to use a feather-duster when 
we meet a deadly menace to the Church. But to 
perform such office with the tempered steel of 
the Sword of the Spirit, to fight as one that 
beateth not the air, and yet at the same time 
avoid every phrase that might be construed as 
harsh or unlovely, is, in view of our human 
limitations, impossible. The most that we can 
do is: give each man a square deal. Give him 
a chance to correct, himself, in public what he 
has done amiss in public. And when public re- 
proval is unavoidable, use not terms that are 
unduly harsh, yet bring out the facts, the stern 
and ugly facts, that the Church may know its 
enemy and fight him off. -_ 

We believe that the unionistic tendency of 
the day is the greatest danger for Christianity. 
Faithful Christians in the ‘Presbyterian Church 
are of the same opinion. Unionism will destroy 
the Church if the Church does not root out 
unionism. There can be no compromise ; the 
struggle is one to the death. Let every faithful 
Lutheran uphold the arm of preacher, intelligent 
laymen, and synodical officials when they are at 
grips with this insidious evil. 

Dr. Theo. Graebner, in Lutheran Witness, 
1918, p. 409. 
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(EprrortaL Nore: Need our readers be reminded 
that the Confessional Lutheran has through these years 
been presenting serious facts which confront us? If 
the facts are ugly —- and who will say that they are not 
ugly in the extreme? -—- this is but all the more reason 
why every true-blooded Missourian should rouse him- 
self to rid our confessional fellowship of such facts. 
Unionism will destroy the Missouri Synod if the Mis- 
souri Synod does not root out unionism. — P. H. B.) 


How to Lose The Pure Gospel 


The decay of Church life and doctrine observ- 
able in all Reformed bodies is due, in great part, 
to the fact that they have refrained from calling 
to account those who, while feeding at the crib 
of the Church, have publicly disavowed her teach- 
ings and trodden under foot her principles. The 
Church permitted Satan to sow the tares of un- 
belief, not as an enemy by night, but in the open 
light of day. The wolves had free range of the 
fold. The result need not occasion surprise. Any 
business firm would be wrecked if it gave its chief 
competitor the right to make free with its prop- 
erty. No political party could stand unless it ac- 
cepted the principle that one is responsible for 
all, and all for one. ‘ 

Biblical Christianity must decline wherever 
the right publicity to reprove those who publicly, 
despite all warning, offend against the Word of 
God, is denied to the individual Christian. our 
MISSOURI SYNOD, TOO, WILL SUFFER THE LOSS OF 
THE PURE GOSPEL UNLESS OUR CHRISTIANS WILL 
CONTINUE TO FEEL THEMSELVES RESPONSIBLE FOR 
EVERY EXPRESSION OF DOCTRINE IN HER MIDST, 
AND FOR THE CONDUCT OF THOSE AFFAIRS IN 
WHICH THE WORD OF GOD HAS PLAINLY SPOKEN. 

Dr. Theo. Graebner, in Lutheran Witness, 
1919, p. 188. (Our emphasis.) 


(EprrorraL Note: Today efforts are being made to 
frustrate the right for which the Lutheran Witness 
rightly contended in 1919. Knowing full well, however, 
how Biblical Christianity must decline where that right 


is denied, we shall permit no one to deprive us of it. — 
P. H. B.) 


Wanted — Ministers and Members Like This! 


The promises of God are certain, and His 
Word will not fail, We have, thank God, a faith- 
ful ministry, which stands in awe of the Word 
of God. That being true, what fear should we 
have regarding the future? What Luther says 
is true: Given a faithful ministry, and no enemy 
can hurt the Church (though he adds, Given a 
faithless one, and nothing in heaven or on earth 
is going to save it). Let each Christian every 
Sunday pray for our institutions for the training 
of Gospel-preachers and -teachers, that no false 
doctrine ever be taught in our lecture-halls, and 
God will surely hear these prayers, since they are 
offered up for the glorification of His Son among 


men. And if at some future day false teaching 
gain entrance among us, there will always remain 
faithful preachers and hearers who will cling to 
the testimonies of our Church; and if there were 
only twenty left, or twelve, who love the truth 
with all their heart, they will again, though they 
must start in another log hut in another Perry 
County, rebuild the walls of Zion and in a few 
generations once more build up a communion of 
faithful confessors a million strong, — so in- 
vincible is the power of the Gospel. 

Dr. Theo. Graebner, in Lutheran Witness, 
1922, p. 131f. (Our emphasis.) 

(EprrorraL Note: ‘To the above principles, set forth 
by the Lutheran Witness in 1922, we can today but still 
say a hearty Amen! And we shall, God helping us, 


continue to let our every action be in accordance with 
our prayers. —- P. H. B.) 


(To be continued) 


© Church Discipline and 
Private Judgment 


The Church will not put any violence upon 
him who chooses to gather what will not endure 
the fire; but she will not accept them as jewels, 


nor permit her children to be cheated with them. - 


The right of private judgment and the right of 
Church discipline are co-ordinate and harmonious 
rights, essential to the prevention, each of the 
abuse of the other. To uphold either intelligently, 
is to uphold both. In maintaining, therefore, as 
Protestants, the right and duty of men, in the 
exercise of private judgment, to form their own 
convictions, unfettered by civil penalties in the 
State, or by inquisitorial powers in the Church, 
we maintain, also, the right and duty of the 
Church to shield herself from corruption in doc- 
trine by setting forth the truth in her Confession, 
by faithfully controverting heresy, by personal 
warning to those that err, and, finally, with the 
contumacious, by rejecting them from her com- 
munion, till, through grace, they are led to see 
and renounce the falsehood, for which they 
claimed the name of truth. 

Charles P. Krauth, The Conservative Refor- 
mation and Its Theology, p. 175. 


ON THE UNION FRONT 


What More Can They Do? 


The story of the All-Lutheran Youth Con- 
ference at Valparaiso University on August 26 
to 30, 1948, in the Lutheran Witness of Novem- 


ber 16, p. 378, is sad enough. 
complete. 


But it is not 
As is so often the case with said 
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periodical in recent times, the story must be 
supplemented in order to present the real picture. 
To this end we quote some paragraphs from the 
account in the St. Louis Lutheran, September 4, 
1948, p. 10: 


“In his welcoming address, Dr. O. P. Kretz- 
mann... pointed out that this méeting of 125 
representatives for one-third of a million Cu- 
theran young people is the first of its kind ever 
to be held in America. 

“He pronounced the occasion ‘a landmark in 
the history of the Lutheran Church,’ and ex- 
pressed the conviction that such a conference of 
future church leaders could lead only to a deeper 
understanding among Lutheran bodies. 


“As the youngest of the Lutheran institutions 
dedicated to the higher education of youth, Val- 
paraiso University wishes to make this contribu- 
tion to the welfare of our Church by acting as 
host to the All-Lutheran Youth Conference.’ Dr. 
Kretzmann concluded... . 

“The international ties of the Lutheran Church 
were demonstrated when Miss Lorraine Berg- 
strand of Minneapolis, Minn., a member of the 
Augustana Luther League, read a message from 
Rev. Milton Bergstrand, member of the youth 
conference now in Amsterdam with the World 
Council of Churches.” 


Origin of the Conference 


The article states: “The All-Lutheran Youth 
Conference is an outgrowth of meetings held an- 
nually since 1944 by the executive heads of the 
bodies represented. In January, 1948, a joint 
committee was elected to arrange a general con- 
ference,” 


Outcome of the Conference 

The article concludes: “The decision upper- 
most in the minds of the members as they left 
Valparaiso was that the mutual understanding 
created at the conference must be nourished in 
local activities during the coming year. 

“Leaders of the conference expressed the hope 
that it will be possible in a few years to hold an 
all-Lutheran Congress in which thousands of 
young people from this country and abroad would 
participate.” 

When we showed the article from which the 
above was quoted to a good friend and neighbor, 
he looked up in astonishment and_ exclaimed, 
“What more can they do?” 


Outside Reaction 

Did time-honored Missouri Synod principles 
receive a boost among those outside the Synod? 
They fared just as poorly without as within. The 
Rev. Oscar A. Anderson, youth leader of the 


Evangelical Lutheran Church, went home and 
wrote an article for Lutheran Herald, October 5, 
1948, p. 930f., in which he stated that “these 
young people and their leaders proved without a 
doubt that, at least on the youth level, all Lu- 
therans can worship and work together... . The 
Walther League of the Synodical Conference 
graciously invited the group to hold this first 
All-Lutheran Conference on the grounds of pic- 
turesque Valparaisé University, . Together 
these young people and their leaders listened and 
learned, spoke and shared, played and prayed, 
seeking to fulfill their single desire to make their 
work among our Lutheran youth more effective 
for Christ. ; 


“On Thursday afternoon, August 26, follow- 
ing an opening devotion and welcome by Dr. O. 
P. Kretzmann, the genial and gifted president of 
Valparaiso University, a keynote address by 
Pastor Oscar C. Hansen on ‘The Original Pat- 
tern’ in which the Church’s purpose to save souls 
was underlined, did much to set the high tone 
of the conference. At the banquet that evening, 
Dr. Edgar Carlson, president of Gustavus Adol- 
phus College and also president of the Augustana 
Luther League, called on all Lutheran youth to 
hold fast ‘the securities of the faith.’ 

“The unity of the conference was achieved not 
only through discussion and lectures but very 
evidently through recreation and worship.” 

What shall we say to all this? With the Mis- 
sourt Synod’s Brief Statement “we repudiate 
unionism, that is, church fellowship with the 
adherents of false doctrine.” (28) 


More of the Same 


A writer in the National Lutheran (published 
by the National Lutheran Council), March, p. 8, 
reports on another meeting, which has come to be 
an annual affair, as follows: “The All-Lutheran 
Youth Leaders Council, which includes represen- 
tation of all bodies but the Wisconsin Synod, met 
January 11 to 14 and discovered that a unity of 
program was not only desirable but could, under 
proper circumstances, be effected rather prompt- 
ly.” The “proper circumstances” are evidently 
only a readiness of all to agree in some of the 
fundamental doctrines (p 6). 

Among the purposes of these Lutheran Youth 
Leaders’ meetings are the following: “(1) To 
counsel together on modern day youth problems, 
youth attitudes, and youth environment. ... (4) 
To study the feasibility and possibility of joint 
endeavor in such fields as publications, visual aids, 
and related subjects. (5) To enjoy Christian 
fellowship and promote mutual esteem, trust, and 
respect for each other’s work. (6) To counsel 
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together on how proposed closer affiliations of the 
Lutheran general bodies in America may be 
furthered through co-ordinated, carefully planned 
youth programs for Lutheran youth in America.” 
(Lutheran Herald, March 22, 1949, p. 300.) 


The topics announced do not remotely indicate 
anything about removal of doctrinal differences. 


Jottings 


“Pastor Alfred L. Beck was the speaker at 
the united Reformation services of the Utica Lay- 
men’s League of the United and Missouri Lu- 
theran churches.” (Report from New York in 
The Lutheran, Deeember 10, 1947, p. 37.) 


The Chicago Lutheran Seminary Record, 
Catalog Number, January, 1949, p. 30, informs 
us concerning the graduate school summer ses- 
sion. Guest lecturers this year are to be Presi- 
dent Bern, Holm of Wartburg Seminary, Prof. 
Theo. Tappert of Philadelphia Seminary, Prof. 
Arthur Blackwood of Princeton Seminary and 
Prof. Richard Caemmerer of Concordia Semi- 
nary. 

At the convention of the Michigan District of 
the American Lutheran Church in 1948 “Dr. O. 
P. Kretzmann, President of Valparaiso Uni- 
versity, gave two lectures on ‘The Lutheran 
Church now and in the Future.’ He referred to 
the trend toward political socialism and the spir- 
itual preparation the Lutheran Church must 
make to fulfill its destiny. He also addressed the 
pastors informally.” (Lutheran Standard, June 
26, 1948, p. 12.) 


Under St. Olaf College news in Lutheran 
Herald of the (Norw.) Ev. Lutheran Church, we 
read: “Dr, O, P. Kretzmann, president of Val- 
paraiso University, spoke here on February 9 on 
‘Today and Tomorrow’.” (February 22, 1949, 
p. 198.) 


A. V. Kuster. 


@ Review of Publications 


What Stands Between? J. A. O. Preus. 24 
pages, 9x6 in., stitched in heavy paper covers. 
25 cents. Order from Lutheran Synod Book 
Co., Bethany College, Mankato, Minnesota. 


Rev. J. A. O. Preus, a son of a former gov- 
ernor of Minnesota, left the Norwegian merger 
church (the “Evangelical Lutheran Church”) a 
year or so ago, giving his reasons in a public 
indictment of that fellowship on the score of its 
indifference and unionism in doctrine and _prac- 
tice. He is now professor at Bethany College, an 
institution of our Norwegian Synod brethren, in 


Mankato, Minnesota. The present publication 
is a reprint of an essay delivered by Prof. Preus 
at the 1948 convention of the Norwegian Synod. 
If anyone wants to know the differences between 
Synodical Conference Lutherans and the so- 
called “Evangelical Lutheran Church,” he will 
find them very well set forth and documented 
here. 


A copy of this publication ought to be in the 
library of every one of our pastors and in the 
hands of ever so many of our laymen. 


P. H. Bureporr. 


@ What Our Readers Say 


“Recently, through the good offices of my 
friend, the Rev... 2... , [ saw a copy of your 
fine organ, the Confessional Lutheran, which 
pleased me greatly. In fact, I never knew that 
such a paper existed in these days. 

“While it does seem strange that a member 
of.the American Lutheran Church could be inter- 
ested in such conservative Lutherani$m, I assure 
you that there are a few pastors outside your 
circles who are deeply interested in your work. 

“IShould like to become a regular reader of 
your periodical, so I am enclosing one dollar for 
a twelve months’ subscription, assuring you most 
seriously that I am in full sympathy with your 
conservative position. Pastor... . and I had 
much in common on that score, I assure you. 


“You can appreciate how difficult it is to main- 
tain a conservative locus in a group that leans 
forward to the earth in order to be agreeable 


‘with all kinds of un-Lutheran views and practices. 


Yet, I appreciate the conservative teachings of our 
sainted Dean R. C. H. Lenski at our Capital 
University in Columbus, Ohio, some years ago. 
He would join you ONE HUNDRED PER CENT if 
he were present. How he differs from ...... 
“I pledge you my deep interest and prayers 
for your conservative position.’ -—— Pastor, 
American Lutheran Church. 
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@ For Our Liberal Friends 


They have plagued us in their books and 
writings with the word “charity”: “You Witten- 
bergers have no charity!’ When we ask what 
charity is, they say, “That we should be har- 
monious in doctrine and abandon these quarrels 
in religion.” Aye, do you hear? There are two wg eee ane : 
tables, the first A the second. Charity belongs alae ge ia: Hictiayo~ Erm Ener sy *feod 
to the second table; there it is above all works. P™°S*tv¢ Me! 

But it is said, “Fear God and hear His Word.” Luther’s Table Talk. (Translated by A. C, 
About this they care nothing. Christ says, “He McGiffert in Martin Luther: The Man and His 
that has loved mother and father more than Me Work, p. 326.) 


is not worthy of Me.” Charity you ought to have 
toward relatives and servants. Love, love, and 
be kind to mother and father. But “he that has 
loved them more than Me!” When the “Me” 
comes, charity ceases. And so I am glad to be 
called obstinate, proud, pig-headed, uncharitable, 
and what they please, so long as I am not a 
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@® The “Lutheran Witness” Once 
and Now on the Principles of 
Church Fellowship and Unionism 

With Special Reference to Romans 16, 17 

“Thy mouth hath testified against thee.” — 
II Sam. 1, 16. 

(concluded) 

IV 

The confession of the Missouri Synod as to 
what is taught in Romans 16, 17 has been 
emphatic, clear, and consistent throughout the 
first century of its existence. It has been sum- 
~marized in the Brief Statement of its doctrinal 
position, In its “loyalty resolutions” at its Cen- 
tennial Convention in 1947 the Missouri Synod 


once more formally and solemnly confessed before 
all the world that “the Brief Statement correctly 
expresses its doctrinal position” and resolved that 
this Brief Statement “be incorporated in the offi- 
cial Proceedings of this convention,” This was 
accompanied by the resolution “that our Synod 
fervently pray the Lord of the Church to keep 
us faithful to the truth of His Word and preserve 
us from all error.” (Proceedings, p. 476.) 

Concerning Romans 16, 17, which is rightly 
treated as a clear passaye of Holy Scripture 
which sets forth this doctrine, the Missouri Synod 
confesses and teaches: “Al Christians are re- 
quired by God... to have church fellowship only 
with orthodox church bodies, and, in case they 
have strayed into heterodox church bodies, to 
leave them, Rom. 16, 17. We repudiate anionism, 
that is, church fellowship with the adherents of 
false doctrine, as disobedience to God’s command, 
as causing divisions in the Church, Rom, 16, 17.” 
(Sect. 28.) 

The Scriptural, truly Lutheran, and Mis- 
sourian position here set forth is our position. 
We have nothing to add to it. We want nothing 
to he subtracted from it. We neither wish to 
nor need to “interpret” anything in it. We whole- 
heartediy accept it as it reads, and we will, under 
God, defend it to the uttermost as our own 
sincerest confession and teaching, 

Such was also the teaching of the Lutheran 
Witness in bygone days. For that we have 
brought far more than sufficient testimony in the 
present series of articles as well as in many other 
issucs Of our publication. However, we wish to 
bring one more forceful testimony showing that 
the .Lutheran Witness formerly taught rightly 
that Romans 16, 17 clearly speaks of Christians 
who in any point of teaching depart from Scrip- 
tural doctrine. 7 

In 1923 Dr. Theo. Gracbner wrote a fine 
series of articles for the Lutheran Witness under 
the heading “Letters to a Masonic Friend.” These 
“Letters” were considered so excellent and im- 
portant that a reprint of them was also published 
in pamphlet form. In this series of articles Dr. 
Grachner got around to discussing also the “Chris- 
tian Degrees” in Masonry, dealing particularly 
with that subject in the Third Letter of the 
series, There he had the following to say: 

“But why always assume the worst? Why 
not suppose that there is real Christianity in the 
worship of the Council Commandery?’ you very 
likely will ask. And your question is well taken. 
Let us assume the very best, that the worship of 
the Knights Templars is in purpose and_ spirit, 


not only in form, — which’ I grant you without 
argument, — Christian. What then? Then we 


A 


fo , 
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have a joint worship of those who are divided 
by many shades of Christian belief, and that is 
against the conscience of every one who is mind- 
ful of Romans 16, 17. To be separate is the 
command which we have, to be separate from 
those who do not agree in every point with the 
doctrine of the Apostles.” (Lutheran Witness, 
1923, p. 67; Letters to a Masonic Friend, p. 17.) 

Yes, thank God, “No one will deny that the 
Lutheran Witness has spoken in accents that 
could not be misunderstood on this same subject.” 
(Same Letter, Lutheran Witness, p. 133; pam- 
phlet, p. 39.) 

But now compare with this again the present 
position of the editorial staff of the Lutheran 
Witness, which was first recorded in Lutheran 
Witness, Vol. LXVI, No. 4 (February 25, 1947), 
p- 59, and which is as un-Missourian, un-Lu- 
theran, and un-Scriptural as its former position 
was Scriptural, Lutheran, and Missourian. The 
present false teaching of the Lutheran Witness 
concerning Romans 16, 17f. reads as follows: 

“We incline to the notion, supported by more 
than 30 commentaries which we have consulted, 
that Romans 16, 17f. refers to un-Christian 
enemies of the Church who by deceitful tactics are 
trying to seduce Christians, undermining and 
frustrating the Christian message.’ = (Our 
emphasis. ) 

This false teaching would, as concerns Romans 
16, 17f., eliminate the doctrine of the Missouri 
Synod, of the confession of the Lutheran Church, 
and of Scripture itself. We reject it with all our 
heart, and we shall continue to plead with respon- 
sible officials, particularly the President of the 
Missouri Synod, and with Synod itself, to purge 
it from its official organ and from our con- 
fessional fellowship. 

We may add that we shall just as whole- 
heartedly continue to reject and appeal for rid- 
dance of the erroneous new, compromising posi- 
tion of the faculty of Concordia Theological 
Seminary in St, Louis, Missouri, which has been 
stated in the following words: “We shall probably 
never, be able to say with absolute certainty 
whether Paul is here issuing a general warning 
or is speaking of a special group, and if the latter 
is the case, what particular group he has in mind.” 
(Church Fellowship: Opinions by the Faculty of 
Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, Mo.; Manuscript 
for Course in Dogmatics, Concordia Publishing 
House, 1946, p. 19.) - 


Summary 
The evidence here presented, showing that the 
Lutheran Witness has forsaken its former truly 
Scriptural, truly Lutheran, and truly Missourian 


position must prove so compelling to any honest 
reader as to not leave the least room for doubt 
as to the ugly facts by which we are confronted. 

We may here summarize the situation which 
must in view of such facts be faced: 

The situation confronting us must be faced 
as one in which the Holy Scriptures have 
clearly spoken. 

It must be treated as one in which the Mis- 
souri Synod has rightly confessed itself these 
one hundred years. 

It must be treated as one in which the op- 
ponents of the truth know that they are today 
repudiating the Scriptural and truly Lutheran 
confession of the Missouri Synod as well as 
their own former profession. 

It must be treated as one in which current 
offenses against the doctrine which we have 
learned are causing division in our church. 

It must be treated as one in which more 
directly responsible synodical officials, espe- 
cially the general presidium, have the clear-cut 
obligation to apply evangelical discipline with- 
out procrastination and deference to persons. 
(Constitution of the Missouri Synod, Art. 
XI.) This means, in a word, promptly to 
purge out the leaven of error which is dis- 
rupting our confessional fellowship, and to 
deal with its persistent advocates in accord- 
ance with Romans 16, 17f. 

In fine, the situation must be dealt with 
as one in which there dare be no dilly-dallying, 
toleration, or compromise. 

If there is one thing that has more than any- 
thing else all this while been hindering the proper 
carrying out of the above principles, it is the 
lamentable failure of the general Presidium and 
of other more directly responsible officials of the 
Missouri Synod to do unhesitatingly what clear 
evangelical duty demands of their office -—— publicly 
to reject the errors which are the cause of division 
and offense in our midst, and promptly to bring 
offenders to book. If such officials would in 
these matters really lead our church in the might 
direction, a million souls and more would 
promptly follow them. Lacking such leadership, 
there remains for all who Jove our Lutheran zion 
direct appeal to Synod itself. All who recognize 
the present evils for what they truly are will in- 
cessantly raise their voice against them and ask 
others to jom them in demanding riddance of 
them once and for all without further offense by 
“Jong and dangerous digressions” the final result 
of which can only be “that the pure doctrine is 
obscured and lost” and nothing is transmitted to 
posterity but “academical opinions.” (Cp. Pre- 
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face to Book of Concord, Trigl. Edit., pp. 25 and 
23.) Of that sort of thing we have already had 
far too much. 

What our church so sorely needs today is men 
who will confess their faith in word and deed, 
both positively and negatively (by the rejection 
of error). This is one of the first and funda- 
mental principles of CONFESSIONAL LUTHERANISM. 
Only in the measure that such Lutheranism con- 
tinues to assert itself can it hope to survive. 


P. H. Burcporr. 
x * x * 


CORRECTION 


In the May issue of the Confessional Lu- 
theran, p. 61, column 1, line 22, from the top, a 
whole line was left out. The first sentence of the 
editorial note should read: “Charges against the 
staff of the Lutheran Witness are resting in the 
office of the President of Synod already since 
1941 and earlier than that so far as the present 
writer is concerned.” — In the “Correction” in 
the April issue, p. 51, the word one in line four 
should be omitted. 


@ Luther on “Grammaticians” 
vs. Theologians 


P. E. Kretzmann, Ph. D., D. D. 


In Luther’s monumental expositions of the 
Book of Genesis, commonly known as the greater 
Genesis, he touches upon scores of topics, some 
of which occasionally seem somewhat remote 
from the text he is just then treating, but all of 
which are interesting. He frequently finds him- 
self at loggerheads with various commentators, 
especially of the rabbinical variety, and he often 
supports his disagreement with striking argu- 
ments, 

One of his finest digressions of this kind is 
in connection with Gen. 4:13, a passage which 
causes him to state a principle which should be 
emphasized strongly also at the present time, He 
writes: “For that reason it causes us no little 
trouble to keep the text pure and free from their 
comments (Glossen). But this error arises from 
the fact that they are indeed grammarians, but 
they do not understand what is treated in the 
text, that is, they are no theologians. Therefore 
they are bound to err and to torture both them- 
selves and Scripture. , For how is it possible for 
one to judge correctly concerning things which 
he does not understand? . . . Thus we see that 
the grammarians, who are nothing more than 


grammarians and do not understand theological - 


matters, are in martyrdom with regard to such 


texts, and twist and torture not only Scripture, 
but also themselves and their hearers.” (St. 
Louis Ed., I, 362. 364.) 

We certainly have had a fine example of such 
false methods of exposition with regard to that 
simple text, Rom. 16:17f., a text which the 
average catechumen in our congregations explains 
correctly as applying to errorists of every kind 
and of every degree of aberration from the 
corpus doctrinae. The text has so been con- 
sistently used for at least the last four centuries 
until about two decades ago, when teachers of 
the Church who had held the correct position in 
the premises were induced to accept an erroneous 
interpretation. And now, in order to defend 
preconceived notions and to bolster up positions 
which are untenable in the light of Holy Writ, 
they are forgetting sound Lutheran theology and 
are assuming the attitude of grammaticians, in 
order to make this clear text a plaything of ap- 
parently clever linguistic knowledge. 


@® The Doctrine of the Church 
(Continued ) 


The False Doctrine of the Church 
Leads to Many Other Errors 


God says: — 


“And hath committed unto us the word of 
reconciliation,’ 2 Cor. 5:19. 


Missourt teaches: — 


“In which Christian Church He daily and 
richly forgives all sins to me and all believers. 
(Luther’s Small Catechism, Art. 3.) 

Christ established His Church on earth in 
order that the Holy Ghost might therein through 
Gospel and Sacrament daily and richly impart 
forgiveness, that is to say, might bestow, increase 
and strengthen faith in the forgiveness of sins 
merited by Christ. 


The Office of the Keys 


It is God’s will and order that Christians 
should externally unite in a local congregation 
for the preaching of the Word and the administra- 
tion of the Sacraments, in short, publicly to exer- 
cise the Office of the Keys. 

As a believer in Christ I possess all the rights, 
powers, and privileges which Christ has bestowed 
upon His Church on earth, also the Office of the 
Keys. “All things are yours,” I Cor. 3:21. 22. 

Now the question arises: Since all believers 
are the original possessors of the keys of the 
kingdom of heaven, how then does a local con- 
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gregation publicly administer the Office of the 
Keys? 

The answer is very simple. The believers 
delegate the powers, which they originally possess, 
to some Christian who is properly qualified for 
the ministerial office. In their name and under 
their supervision he then publicly performs the 
functions of that office according to the principles 
laid down in God’s Word. 


Thus the word of Christ is fulfilled, “One is 
your Master, even Christ, and all ye are 
brethren,” Matt. 23:8. In this manner both 
pastor and congregation are subject to no one but 
Christ alone who rules through His Word. 


The Leaven of Popery 


This simple truth is denied by those Lutherans 
who insist that the use of the means of grace 
constitutes the “visible side” of the “invisible” 
Church. According to these Lutherans the keys 
to the kingdom have not been given to every 
Christian but to the “Church at large.’ As a 
part of the Church at large the “congregation” 
has the right to establish the public ministry in 
its midst, but it must have its call “verified” by 
the Church at large. 

Is this difference so important? According 
to this idea the Church at large (which in this 
country would be the synod) is supreme; not the 
congregation. The pastor is not merely the 
servant of the believers, performing their work 
in their name, but he is more or less above the 
congregation. As such he is responsible to synod, 
that is, the synodical officials under whose super- 
vision he has received the call to the ministry. 

It is claimed that the Church cannot prosper 
unless there is recognition of authority. “Recog- 
nition of authority is not only demanded of the 
laity but also of pastors. A Christian preacher, 
therefore, who is not willing to recognize the 
authority within the Church and show respect to 
those whom the Lord has placed into positions 
of leadership, cannot hope for recognition within 
his own parish... . A church which will follow 
consecrated leadership will coordinate its efforts 
to achieve a common purpose, will show fewer 
losses, conserve its strength, consolidate its posi- 
tion, and go forward to greater triumphs over the 
kingdom of darkness. Military courtesy and the 
salute to superior officers may be a distasteful 
thing to some, but it is the outward evidence of 
respect and confidence in those who are chosen 
to cOmmand.” 

This is Romanism. “Ye know that the princes 
of the Gentiles exercise dominion over them, and 
they that are great exercise authority upon them. 
But it shall not be so among you,’ Matt. 20:25. 


26. Neither Synod nor any synodical official has 
any authority over pastors or congregations. We 
want no pope, neither within a congregation nor 
within Synod. 


Seeking Power and Influence 


The spirit which seeks authority within the 
Church is akin to the spirit which seeks power and 
influence in the eyes of the world. We are told 
that we must have a large church-body and join 
forces with those with whom we are not one in 
the confession of the faith in order to combat 
the forces of evil and to extend the kingdom of 
Christ here on earth. 

Such people forget that the kingdom of Christ 
is a fellowship of faith and is not built by num- 
bers, nor by external power and influence, but 
solely through the power of God’s Spirit in His 
Word. “Not by might, nor by power, but by my 
Spirit, saith the Lord of hosts,” Zech. 4:6. 

We dare never lose sight of the fact that the 
Church is the Communion of Saints and that its 
real business is to save souls through the Gospel 
of pardon in Jesus’ name. “In which Christian 
Church He daily and richly forgives all sins to 
me and all believers.” This assurance of forgive- 
ness leads the Christian to true repentance and 
draws him closer to his God and Savior and thus 
accomplishes his sanctification. 


Ecclesiastical Socialism 


But those who insist that the Christian Church 
is both invisible and visible maintain that the busi- 
ness of the Church is not only to save individual 
sotils: but also to save or influence society by a 
so-called social gospel. 

The latest brand of Lutheran social gospel 
was stated in 1947 as follows: “It is the duty 
of the church to rescue the man who fell among 
robbers on the road between Jerusalem and 
Jericho, but it is also the duty of the church to 
try and see to it that the road is made safe so 
that men will not fall among robbers. It is the 
duty of the church to rescue the man who has 
become a drunkard, and it is likewise the obliga- 
tion of the church to do something about the 
liquor traffic which manufactures drunkards.” 

This brand of social-gospel would create “an 
environment” in which “the Christian life can be 
lived, and the Spirit of Christ can be manifested.” 
It would accomplish something which Jesus would 
not even pray for. “I pray not for the world, 
but for them which Thou hast given Me; for they 
are Thine... . The world hath hated them, be- 
cause they are not of the world, even as I am 
not of the world. I pray not that Thou shouldest 
take them out of the world, but that Thou 
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shouldest keep them from evil,’ John 17:9. 
14. 15. 

The things of this world concern us as citizens 
of the world. As Christian citizens it is our duty 
to exert our influence to make this world a bette: 
place to live in. But the one and only business 
of the Church is to save souls through the Gospel 
of forgiveness in Jesus’ name. 


Utopian Dreams 


But among Lutherans not in doctrinal unity 
with us we find also another kind of “gospel” 
which concerns itself with the Last Things. Con- 
trary to Scripture this “gospel” dreams of a 
future universal conversion of the Jews and the 
coming of a future and final Antichrist, who 
shall be vanquished when Christ will make His 
“first” appearance. Christ will raise those who 
suffered martyrdom under Antichrist and will 
then reign with the saints for a Thousand Years. 
After the Thousand Years Satan will be loosed 
for a short time until Christ shall visibly return 
to judge the quick and the dead. 

God, however, tells us that Judgment Day may 
come at any moment. “The end of all things is 
at hand, be ye therefore sober, and watch unto 
prayer,” I Pet. 4:7. The Church should not 
engage in all manner of utopian dreams but face 
stern realities and earnestly labor to save as many 
souls as possible through the Gospel of forgive- 
ness before Judgment Day shall put an end to 
all our labors. 

“Such a chiliasm cannot he tolerated. As dear 
as the unity of the Church is to us, the truth and 
our salvation must be ever dearer to us.” 

These are some of the errors that result from 
a false doctrine of the Church and these errors, 
now taught or tolerated among Lutherans not in 
doctrinal unity with us, must first be removed if 
we are to have true Scriptural unity within the 
Lutheran Churches of America. 

There is, however, one more grievous error 
which we have not mentioned as yet. It is also 
the result of a false doctrine of the Church. But 
this error docs not only hinder true Scriptural 
unity ; it destroys true Scriptural unity. 

Tauro. Dirrxs, S. T. D. 
(To be continued ) 


© The Exactions and Delay 

of the Law 

(Sir David Lyndsay: 1490-1555) 
They gave me first ane thing they call citandum; 
Within aucht days I gat but libellandum; 
Within ane month I gat ad opponendum; 
In ane half year I gat inter loquendum; 


An syne I gat—how call ye it?—ad replicandum; 
But, I could never ane word yet understand him. 


But or they came half gate to concludendum, 
The fient a plack was left to denfend him. 


Thus they postponed me twa year, with their train, 
Syne, hodie ad octo, bade me come again. 


Of promunciandum they made me wonder fain; 
But I gat ne’er my gude grey meir again. 


© Chiliasm Flourishing in 
the A. L. C. 
Prof. W. Albrecht, Springfield, Ill. 


In August, 1947, Prof. Emil W. Matzner of 
the Wartburg Seminary in Dubuque, Iowa, pre- 
sented a paper entitled “A Sane Eschatology” 
hefore the meeting of the Towa District of the 
American Lutheran Church. Fschatology is the 
teaching of the last things, that is, temporal death, 
the state of the souls between death and the 
resurrection, the second advent of Christ, the 
resurrection of the dead, the last judgment, the 
end of the world, eternal damnation, and eternal 
life. Dr. Matzner’s essay “was felt to be so 
valuable, timely, and scholarly that the Lowa 
District resolved it should he given a wide cir- 
culation.” So it was published in the Wartburg 
Seminary Quarterly, Sept., 1947, The author’s 
aim was “to seek the principles that must govern 
any sane eschatological system.” He condemns 
as fanatical the crass chiliasts. “The vagaries of 
crass chiltasts or millennialists — that is, those 
who are looking for a glorious, earthly reign of 
Christ and His followers — make a farce of the 
sane interpretation of Holy Scripture. These 
people are often blind to everything in the Bible 
except that which seems to pertain to their mil- 
lennial dreams.” But he likewise condemns the 
“anti-chiliasts,” that is, those who reject all 
chiliasm. “The pronouncements of the anti- 
chiliasts on the other hand often have an air of 
finality and sterile dogmaticism about them which 
preclude further study and unbiased investigation. 
Plainly neither of these two groups has a sane 
approach to the subject.” Observe that he does 
not condemn the chiliasm which teaches a twofold 
visible return of Christ, a twofold resurrection of 
the dead with a universal conversion of the Jews, 
and an Antichrist still to come, after whose 
destruction the millennium will come. Evidently 
he holds that a sane teaching of the last things 
takes a middle course between crass chiliasm and 
anti-chiliasm. 
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With Scripture and the anti-chiliasts Dr. 
Matzner stands ready to teach “that the Church 
will be under the cross to the end of time, that 
the saving work will always be bound to the means 
of grace, and that there will be no magical, irre- 
sistible, and universal conversion of men.” Also 
“that Christ and His kingdom will in the end 
triumph over all the forces of evil and that 
Christ’s own will live in eternal communion with 
their God.” To this he later adds that the “mil- 
lennium” promised to Christ’s followers will not 
be “glorious.” 

On the other hand, with the chiliasts the author 
teaches that there is a millennium coming, “a 
period of time of considerable duration,” when 
Christ and the Christians will reign. He says: 
“But the fact remains that Scripture — Scripture 
and not mez -—~ speak about a thousand years in 
which Christ will reign with His own.” This 
millennium does not lie in the past. The profes- 
sor says: “Where in the history of the Church 
were there a thousand years — or any consider- 
able length of time — so distinct from all the rest 
of history that they deserve the name millen- 
nium?” He favors the idea “that the reign of 
the Antichrist and the period known as the mil- 
lennium lie in the future.” During the thousand 
years Satan will be bound, that is, “he will be 
restricted in his activities of tempting and leading 
men astray and in his overall management of his 
forces.” And this again will result in “a great 
revival of missionary zeal among the Christians 
and a lessening of resistance on the part of unbe- 
lievers and corresponding gains for the Church.” 
“Why should it be impossible that there will come 
a time when the Gospel will be preached with 
greater success than in the past?” 

To this Dr. Matzner then adds the dream of 
the chiliasts regarding a future, secular Anti- 
christ, a resurrection of martyrs before the gen- 
eral resurrection on. the Last Day, a quite general 
conversion of the Jews. His views on these 
things’ we shall present more fully in future 
articles. 


But so much is clear from what has been 
presented that the old “Open Questions” of the 
former Iowa Synod are still very much the faith 
of large sections of the A. L. C. They still 
demand tolerance for a moderate chiliasm with a 
promising millennium, a future Antichrist, an 
imaginary resurrection of martyrs, and a gencral 
conversion of the Jews. On the other hand, they 
will tolerate us with our Biblical views of these 
matters. But not without misrepresenting and 
ridiculing our position, Matzner says of us: 
“Plainly what these people offer us — although 
supposedly a conservative exposition of Scrip- 
ture — is in fact a prefabricated interpretation 


designed to their thesis that the fulfillment of the 
prophecies in the Apocalypse lies for the greater 
part not in the future but in the past, even though 
one must do violence to God’s Word in order to 
uphold that view. That is not a sane eschatology.” 
Stamping our position “a prefabricated interpre- 
tation” and claiming that we “do violence to God’s 
Word” are simply untruthful assertions. Again 
the author says, “Generally speaking, the people 
who insist that the pope is the Antichrist are the 
ones who hold that the things spoken of in the 
Revelation of St. John have mostly been fulfilled 
in Church history. This view compels them to 
make many artificial and arbitrary mterpreta- 
tions. They take the thousand years of Rev. 20, 
4 in the literal sense and let them begin with the 
birth of Christ, the resurrection of Christ, the 
rule of Justinian or of Charlemagne, or with 
some other arbitrary date. To them the angel 
from heaven who preaches the Gospel (Rev. 14, 
6. 7) is Luther; the angel of the bottomless pit 
(Rev. 9, 11) is Napoleon; and the frogs in Rev. 
16, 13 are Jesuits and other Roman orders. A 
sane eschatology will refrain from any such arro- 
gant and trivial cocksureness.” Since truth can- 
not be fought with truth, but only with untruth, 
people who do not stand on God’s Word love to 
mix truth and error in speaking of their op- 
ponents, The admixture of truth is apt to win 
over unwary Christians who are not adept at 
separating truth from error. 

Holding opposing views will do the Church 
no harm, as long as there is agreement on the 
fundamentals, Dr. Matzner claims. He says: 
“T fully realize that the reader may disagree on 
many points with this presentation ; such disagree- 
ment does no harm as long as we are agreed on 
the fundamentals underlying the doctrine of the 
last things.” As such fundamentals he mentions 
that the coming millennium will not be glorious, 
the Church will always be bearing the cross, in 
the end Christ and His redeemed Church will 
triumph, so it behooves us to be ready for His 
coming at all times. This amounts to saying that 
the prophecies are undecipherable and must be 
regarded as “Open Questions,” where assured 
knowledge is impossible. 

But why then does he lull Christians to sleep 
by putting Judgment Day far in the future, behind 
a millennium which has not yet arrived and can- 
not arrive until the Antichrist, who also has not 
yet put in his appearance, has come, reigned, and 
been utterly destroyed at a premillennial coming 
of Christ, after which a general conversion of 
the Jews must yet take place? Is that not teach- 
ing Christians to say, “My Lord delayeth His 
coming”? (Matth. 24, 48.) Will such teaching 
not induce the carnally secure to act as Christ 
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foretells, “And shall begin to smite his fellow- 
servants, and to eat and drink with the drunken’ ? 
Such instruction of those who are earnestly ask- 
ing for the positive instruction of God’s Word 
is certainly inexcusable. 

All the more so when the author himself is 
not sure of his ground, but admits that he is 
groping in darkness. Here are his words: 
“There is a third possibility, namely, that the 
reign of Antichrist and the period known as the 
millennium lie in the future but will take place 
before the end of the world. Of the three pos- 
sibilities the last named would seem to have much 
in its favor; whether a conclusive proof can be 
offered that is another question. Here again we 
are compelled to say, ‘Unless we can find a satis- 
factory interpretation of these prophecies, the 
sane thing is to admit candidly that we have 
hitherto not succeeded in solving the problem.’ 
Possibly the Lord did not intend that we should 
solve it at this time.” It is criminal to lead 
Christians around by the nose and befuddle them 
with all sorts of illogical, irrational, unscriptural 
notions, when in the end one has to say that maybe 
the Lord does not want to give us the light. The 
Lord is not to blame. Where has the Lord told 
the blind to lead the blind? The Lord assures us 
by the mouth of David: “Thy Word is a lamp 
unto my feet, and a light unto my path.” “The 
entrance of Thy words giveth light; it giveth 
understanding to the simple.” Ps. 119, 105. 130. 
Also in His revelation of the last things God is 
clear enough for Christians to guard against 
chiliastic dreams and to arrive at a truly sane 
and Biblical eschatology. 


© Agreement in Substance 
and Phraseology 


G. Huebener, Beecher, [llinois 


Next to the Bible, the Book of Concord is the 
best book which we have. It is a priceless heritage 
from the fathers of our Church. 

Our fathers have very clearly and distinctly 
defined the respective use of the Bible and of our 
Confessions. They speak of the former as the 
absolute norm and of the latter as a secondary 
norm. (Norma normans and norma normata.) 
Furthermore, whereas we accept everything that 
the Bible says as infallible truth, we as regards 
the Book of Concord bind ourselves only to the 
doctrinal contents of this book, and not to all 
historical, geographical and similar ,statements, 
nor even to every exegetical interpretation. This 
does not mean, of course, that one may reject the 
clear, so-called classical passages of Scripture 


themselves, wherewith our doctrines stand and 
fall. THe who does not accept the Scriptural 
foundation on which a doctrine stands, by that 
very fact rejects this particular doctrine itself. 

There are men in our day who say that they 
believe that the Bible is the infallible Word of 
God, but that they can not prove this. Such a 
belief of these men is a mere self-delusion. As 
a house collapses when you take away its founda- 
tion, so will their faith in the doctrines of the 
Bible. 

Also this is of importance: We subscribe to 
our confessional writings not “insofar as’ they 
contain the true doctrine of the Word of God, 
but because this is the case. (See Formula of 
Concord, Thorough Declaration, Comprehensive 
Summary, Trigl. Conc., p. 855.) 

And finally, we accept the doctrinal contents 
of the Book of Concord as to substance and 
phraseology (in rebus et phrasibus), On this we 
wish to elaborate somewhat. 


What Do Our Fathers Say? 


We shall bring only one quotation of our 
fathers as to this matter. The Preface to the 
Book of Concord says (Trigl., p. 23): “We have 
also determined not to depart even a finger’s 
breadth either from the subjects themselves, oy 
from the phrases which are found in them, but, 
the Spirit of the Lord aiding us, to persevere con- 
stantly, with the greatest harmony, in this od ly- 
agreement, and we intend to examine all contro- 
versies according to this true norm and declara_ 
tion of the pure doctrine.” (Cp. also Dietrich’, 
Catechism, Il, Appendix, QQ. 29. 30; T. Johan 
nes Grosse, Doctrinal Differences, C. P. Ey. 
revised edit., 1891, p. 26.) ’ 


What Others Say 


There have been disputes about this point, ag 
to whether or not a person who subscribes to the 
Book of Concord thereby also binds himself to 
the terms and phraseology in which the divine 
truth in these writings is presented. There are 
quite a number of so-called Lutherans who say. 
All that matters is the truth. The words are ony 
the vessel which contain the truth. The truth 
must be upheld under all circumstances. But Wwe 
don’t care so much about words. The truth may 
be expressed in many different ways. Language 
is so rich in phraseology and sentence structure 
It is an impressive array of expressions that may 
be profitably used. Some phrases appeal More {4 
one person, and some to another. You may gy 
press the divine truth in any way you like best 
But you must also grant us the use of the worge 
which we prefer. 7 
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This is the way they argue. 

In an intersynodical conference a few years 
ago a member of the American Lutheran Church 
said, when we discussed the doctrine of conver- 
sion, that he was ready to accept the article of 
conversion in the Affirmation, but that he would 
employ different phrases from those used in the 
Affirmation. He objected to the phrase that men 
are converted by the Almighty power of God and 
said that he, contrary to the Affirmation, would 
rather stress the importance of man’s conduct in 
conversion. The Bible clearly says that man is 
converted by the almighty power of God (Eph. 
1, 19), and that we are saved by grace alone. But 
this A. L. C. man insisted on using his own 
anti-Scriptural phrases and at the same time 
wanted to claim to be in doctrinal agreement 
with us, 


The Question 

It goes without saying that the truth can be 
expressed in many different ways. It is indeed 
the very task of a preacher to say the same 
thing over and over again and in doing so to 
use various words and phrases to bring home the 
truth to the mind and heart of his hearers. The 
more elucidations he brings, old and new elucida- 
tions, the better his sermon. ‘This, indeed, is not 
questioned by us, that the truth can be expressed 
in many ways. 

However, when false prophets tighten their 
sheepskin, and more and more hide their perni- 
cious teeth, when they raise their voice, when 
errorists with well sounding words of peace and 
of love deny the deity of Christ or the infallibility 
of the Word of God, then it becomes the task and 
the duty of the true church to uncover such soul- 
destroying errors, to show how they falsify the 
truth, and to make clear by unequivocal words 
and sentences what the Bible really teaches. 
Whenever such a battle against all kinds of 
errorists has been fought to a finish in the church, 
so that the true doctrine has once more prevailed 
over against specific errors, it has become the 
custom that the defenders of the truth agree 
among themselves with regard to such phrases 
and sentences as in their opinion clearly and dis- 
tinctly express the truth as revealed in Holy Writ. 
They do this in theses (statements which pos- 
itively set forth the truth) and antitheses (state- 
ments which reject contrary error), This then 
becomes their common confession of faith. Con- 
vinced that the true doctrine is thus correctly and 
adequately expressed in their confession of faith, 
they bind themselves of their own free will to 
defend such a confession of their faith and to 
teach and preach accordingly. 


Some have said that it would be far better 
to have a collection of Bible passages, without 
any additional words ... words which after all 
are human and therefore not infallible. That 
would be alright if there were no false prophets 
who use the same Bible words, but falsify their 
meaning by their own “interpretation” of them. 
That is just what unionists want. They say, we 
all have the same Bible, we all use the same Bible 
passages; therefore let us unite and not quarrel 
about human explanations. Because of the num- 
erous false prophets who would rob God of His 
honor, endanger the welfare of souls, and disturh 
the peace of the Church, books of confession 
have become a necessity. 

Besides, how can you have the truth except 
in words? The truth is not a phantom which 
invisibly floats somewhere in the air, The truth 
is not a dream, an imagination of the heart which 
cannot be expressed in words. [ven as you can- 
not hold a liquid if you have no vessel, so you 
cannot accept, hold, or defend, a truth unless 
such a truth is contained in words and phrases. 
And these words and phrases must be clear, dis- 
tinct, unequivocal, And if you come to an agrce- 
ment about such words and sentences, this agrce- 
ment must be kept, and not broken, (See how 
much the Bible has to say about words in con- 
nection with the truth!) This then is the mean- 
ing when we say that we accept our confessions 
as to substance and phraseology. 


The Brief Statement of the Doctrinal Position 
of the Missouri Synod 


The latest acquisition to our collection of con- 
fessions is the Brief Statement of the Doctrinal 
Position of the Missouri Synod. Our synod has 
adopted this document (1932) and reaffirmed its 
loyalty to it at its centennial convention in 1947. 
Thus there can be no doubt that we all are bound 
to teach and preach according to this statement, 
and also defend the very phrases which are used 
here to give an adequate expression to the various 
doctrines contained therein. 

We are just now interested in one expression 
contained in the Brief Statement in particular. 
I mean the words ‘Verbal Inspiration.” By our 
official adoption of the Brief Statement, we have 
among other things agreed upon this, that the 
term ‘Verbal Inspiration’ adequately and correctly 
expresses what the Scriptures teach about them- 
selves. The adoption of the Brief Statement in- 
cludes also this, that we agreed to defend this 
term, ‘Verbal Inspiration,’ over against all such 
as attack or belittle it. He who breaks this agree- 
ment is a traitor, a false brother. If anyone of 
our pastors publicly rejects this term, “Verbal In- 
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spiration,’ he thereby rejects the Brief Statement. 
The officials of Synod should deal with such a 
person and induce him to retract or apologize. 
It may happen, of course, that some doubts may 
arise in one’s mind as to any statement or 
phrase in anyone of our official confessions. If 
they do, then let such a one consult his own 
brethren in the ministry and discuss such doubts 
in our own circles and conferences. But publicly 
to reject an agreement made with one’s own 
brethren, in the presence of such as are not in 
church fellowship with us, is a breach of promise. 

Let us never forget, but always keep in mind, 
that we adopted the Brief Statement and thereby 
agreed upon it as to its substance and phraseology. 


ON THE UNION FRONT 


Joint Educational Work 


The biennial convention of the American Lu- 
theran Conference, held in Detroit in 1948, is 
reported in the Lutheran Standard of Dec. 4, 
1948, p. 4. Among other things, we read: “The 
Commission on Parish Education of the Amer- 
ican Lutheran Conference reported to the conven- 
tion that a plan of operation or ‘master plan’ to 
cover Lutheran cooperation in the publication of 
all Sunday school papers and other parish educa- 
tion material has been submitted to the boards 
of parish education and the publishing house 
boards of the several Lutheran bodies. 

“After suggestions, changes, and additions 
have been received and the plan is set up in its 
final form, the proposal will be submitted to all 
the bodies for action. Engaged in the project are 
the National Lutheran Council church bodies and 
the Lutheran Church — Missouri Synod. The 
Commission on Parish Education said that Sun- 
day school papers of higher quality, standard, and 
attractiveness could be published if all Lutheran 
church bodies pooled their efforts and resources.” 

Sunday School and other printed materials in 
the Missouri Synod may not be what they should 
be. If this be so, corrective measures should be 
undertaken, But undertaking this religious work 
jointly with heterodox Lutherans is a measure 
which will work more harm than good. It is an- 
other unionistic nail for the coffin of Missouri’s 
stand against unionism. It had better be left to 
rust with disuse. 


At A. L. C. University 


“The 1949 Pastor’s Seminar at Capital Uni- 
versity Theological Seminary, Columbus, Ohio, 


will be held on February 24. Dr. O. P. Kretz- 
mann, president of Valparaiso University, will 
deliver two lectures, 10 A. M. and 2 P. M. These 
lectures will be the last two in a series of four on 
‘Rethinking the Lutheran Confessions,’ which Dr. 
Kretzmann is delivering as the C. C. Hein lec- 
tures. Because of the importance of the subject 
the seminary faculty is combining the last two 
of the Hein lectures with the Pastor’s Seminar.” 
(Lutheran Standard, Febr. 5, 1949, p. 11.) 


At Indianapolis 


“In an effort to establish greater association 
among Lutheran laymen the Lutheran Laymen’s 
League of Marion County, Indiana, were guests 
of the Lutheran Service Club of the Missouri 
Synod in Indianapolis at a fellowship banquet in 
February. The league is composed of men from 
our own American Lutheran Church, the United 
Lutheran Church in America, and the Evangelical 
Lutheran Church. Dr. Jaroslav Pelikan of the 
department of philosophy of Valparaiso Univer- 
sity was the speaker on the theme ‘The Relation- 
ship of Lutheranism and Culture.’ The meeting 
was fraught with cordiality and goodwill even 
though as Dr. Pelikan asserted that ‘there are a 
few important theological problems still remain- 
ing unscttled for complete unity’? (Lutheran 
Standard, March 19, 1949, p. 13.) 

We note two mistakes. The things which 
separate the Lutheran bodies and remain yet un- 
settled, are not “theological problems” at all. 
(We grant that the majority of the National Lu- 
theran Council people consider them such.) Mere 
“theological problems” ought not and do not sepa- 
rate us from these other Lutheran bodies. What 
separates is their declared refusal to accept cer- 
tain clearly revealed teachings of Scripture, as 
well as the continued un-Lutheran practice in 
many points. The second mistake is the meeting 
itself, the purpose of which was to enter into 
“ereater association” and “fellowship” before the 
doctrinal differenees have been settled. 

From a report in the Lutheran. Witness, Cen- 
tral District News, we learn that this was the 
“fourth such intersynodical gathering in recent 
years.” Also: “The prayer of thanks at the con- 
clusion of the dinner was spoken by Dr. F. M. 
Hanes, President of the Indiana Synod of the 
United Lutheran Church.” 


With Distant Relatives 


“Two congregations of the Missouri Synod 
and three of the United Lutheran Church will 
unite in an outdoor service on Easter morning 
in Charlotte, N. C., says the N. L. C. News 
Bureau. 
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“The service will be held at 8 A, M. in the 
city stadium. Dr. Abdel Ross Wentz, Gettys- 
burg Seminary president, is scheduled to preach, 

“Tt is believed that this is the first time Mis- 
souri and U. L. C. churches have ever united to 
sponsor a service of worship.” (The Lutheran, 


March 23, 1949, p. 4.) 


A news writer in The Lutheran of January 5 
gave a truer impression when he began a sentence: 
“Missouri Lutherans —— distant relatives of 
United Lutherans.” 


For New Machinery 

The American Lutheran Conference has for 
years been offering its right hand and its left 
hand hither and yon for more fellowship with 
Lutherans of all shades. As far as definite prin- 
ciples and the elimination of doctrinal error are 
concerned, these efforts have always been char- 
acterized by vagueness. 

At its 1948 convention this Conference voted 
to urge the setting up of new machinery to effect 
the uniting of Lutherans, namely a free confer- 
ence or free assembly, to be called together Dy 
the National Lutheran Council. Such a Confer- 
ence would be a permanent organization. 
(Lutheran Outlook, December, 1948, p. 372.) The 
usual vagueness accompanies this move. The 
resolution itself does not set up governing prin- 
ciples. Unofficial opinions range from the asscr- 
tion that this assembly would speak as a Lutheran 
“voice” and that it may “effect organizational 
union with a minimum of delay,” to the inane 
claim that it will be “primarily an educational 
federation.” 

Maybe it isn’t new machinery at all. Perhaps 
just the old machinery of the A. L. Cf. with a 
new paint job. 


A Hint from God 


“A guest speaker, Dr. O. P. Kretzmann, Lu- 
theran Church — Missouri Synod, and president 
of the largest Lutheran school in America, Val- 
paraiso University, gave the first ‘outside’ reac- 
tion. He termed the action of the American 
Lutheran Conference a “hint from God.’ 

“Lutheran unity, he declared, ‘is mainly a 
bvobvers of sanctification.” Fle pointed out chat 
two hindrances preventing merger are: excessive 
‘organizationalism,’ where the means have become 
mast uedue iniellec.ualizing’ of theology, mak- 
ing it difficult to secure the unity of spirit essential 
before unity of organization.” (Lutheran Herald, 
November 30, 1948, p. 1141.) 

Basic to Sanctification is unequivocal -recog- 
nition of Scriptural truth, Matt. 15. 9, 


A writer of the Lutheran Free Church re- 
marks: “It is particularly significant (so it 
seems to this writer) that a Missourian would 
deem ‘undue intellectualizing of theology’ a 
hindrance to unity.” (Lutheran Outlook, Decem- 
ber, 1948, p. 378.) 


Indeed. For that is the very accusation which 
these folks have been hurling unjustly at Missouri, 
lo, these many years. 


Good Words and Fair Speeches 


Lutheran Herald, organ of the Evangelical 
Lutheran Church (Norwegian), editorializes con- 
cerning the proposal for the new super. all- 
Lutheran free conference, in its issue of January 
25, 1949, p. 80. Coming to the Missouri Synod, 
it says: “We firmly believe that the requisite 
to membership in the new organization should he 
membership in the Council. So attractive are the 
terms and conditions of membership in the latter 
that it would not be impossible for the Missouri 
Synod (only large segment of American Luther- 
anism not within the Council) to join it in the 
near future. If then, having taken the initial step 
of joining the National Lutheran Council, Mis- 
souri could also eventually become a member of 
the projected federation, we would have come 
very close to the ideal of a unified structure 
embracing in its membership about ninety-five per 
cent of all Lutherans in the United States.” 

The editorial then proceeds to speak of the 
Norwegian Synod of the Synodical Conference, 
and, as is usually the case when this is under 
discussion in the Lutheran Herald, the going gets 
rough. The Norwegian Synod is contemptuously 
referred to as the “so-called Little Norwegian 
Synod” and because its periodicals express its 
anti-unionistic belief it is attacked as “completely 
lacking in Christian love and understanding.” The 
periodical of the (Norwegian) Evangelical Lu- 
theran Church then concludes the thought with 
this significant sentence: “Let it not be forgotten 
that the Missouri Synod stands in fellowship rela- 
tions with this group — no small barrier between 
Missouri and the rest of us!” 

That makes it all very simple. The Missouri 
Synod’s course of action is nicely outlined. All 
we have to do is join the National Lutheran 
Council, forsake the Norwegian Synod (which 
survived the Norwegian merger debacle only by 
heroic adherence to Scriptural, Missouri Synod 
principles), break up the Synodical Conference, 
and enter into the glory of the celestial Grand 
Merger. Doubtless this is the dotted line on 
which Missouri is expected to sign. 


A. V. Kuster, B.D, 
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© Review of Publications 


Freddie. Text by C. Umhau Wolf; Drawings , 


by Jim Seed. 31 pages, 6x9. Wartburg 

Press, Columbus, Ohio. Price: $1.00. 

,. The author of the text of this little publication, 

Dr. C. Umhau Wolf, is listed among the clergy 
of the American Lutheran Church in its 1948 
Almanac, but teaches at the Chicago Theological 
Seminary of the U. L. C. in Maywood, Illinois. 
(The A. L. C. is, more and more, practicing fel- 
lowship with the U. L. C.) 

It was Dr. Wolf who, writing on the con- 
version of the Jews in 1940, placed himself above 
Holy Scripture and blasphemously wrote, concern- 
ing Romans 11, 25ff.: “Paul in his attempt to 
dispel ignorance has added confusion.” (Journal 
of Theology, American Lutheran Conference, 
December, 1940; cp. Confessional Lutheran, 
February, 1941, p. 20f.) 

The present publication, emanating from the 
pen of Dr. Wolf and sponsored by the A. L. C., 
is a product of race fanaticism. “Freddie is a 
little boy with dark-colored skin. . . . He plays 
and studies and goes to Sunday School like most 
boys and girls of his age.” But that is not 
enough for the author. “He would like you to 
come and visit his church sometimes. Some day 
Freddie and you may be able to sing together 
at your Sunday School.” A page display of this 
book in the current catalog of Wartburg Press 
(A. L. C.) features the statement: “Freddie can 
teach your children tolerance and love for fellow- 
men regardless of their race or color.” We won- 
der since when not to tolerate it as quite in 
order for either white people or black people or 
any others (e. g. our brethren in Chinatown, 
New York) to have their own Sunday Schools 
and churches, in accordance with their own purely 
racial or social preferences, when they are ade- 
quately served with the Gospel is supposed to be 
— tolerance. And we wonder on what kind of 
authority the author intends-to base such a new 
‘gospel.’ 

The text of this book, evidently intended to 
captivate children of an age too young properly 
to discern such questions, consists of but 241 
words. Illustrations and white space fill out the 
rest of its few pages. 

It is a pity that men who are in the paid 
service of a church, and a Lutheran publishing 
house, should spend effort, time, and money in 
promoting race and social fanaticism, even though 
it may be but half a talent that is represented in 
such a venture. How desirable that every avail- 
able resource be placed in the service of the 
Gospel and its right teaching and pure confession! 

P. H. Bureporr. 


. Missouri Synod. 


@ False Doctrine and Our Salvation 


“False doctrine is not a harmless affair. Men 
‘must for their salvation distinguish between pure 
and false doctrine.’ (Formula of Concord, Th. D. 
Compr. Sum., 8.) Loathing false doctrine as 
Christ and His Apostles loathed it, Mt. 7, 15; 
I Tim. 6, 3ff., the Lutheran Church will have no 
dealing with it, but denounces and condemns it 
wherever it shows itself and whatever form it 
takes. ‘No room is given the least error.’ Formula 
of Concord, Th. D., XI, 96... . She implants 
the love of the pure doctrine and the hatred of 
false doctrine in her children.’ — Popular 
Symbolics, by. Th. LEngelder, W. Arndt, Th. 
Graebner, F. E. Mayer, p. 12. . 


@® What Our Readers Say 


“Why don’t you look into conditions in the 
church here in the East? If you did that you 
would really have something to write about.” —~ 
Pastor, New York City. 


“T should like to commend the Confessional 
Lutheran. I wish that all pastors would get it and 
read it. Its continued testimony is bound to 
secure a hearing sooner or later among the com- 
placent and indifferent.” — Pastor, Indiana. 


“T have sat at Dr. Walther’s feet and find his 
doctrine and spirit in the Confessional Lutheran 
and should not like to be without a single copy 
of it.” — Pastor, Milwaukee. 


“At the beginning of my ministry in i911 
I would not have thought it possible that the 
spirit of liberalism would gain a foothold in the 
I do not want to be without 
the Confessional Lutheran for the rest of my 
life if at ‘all possible. It gives me courage to 
fight for the truth and to denounce the errors 
that are creeping into our beloved Missouri 
Synod.” — Pastor, State of Washington, 
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“Now I beseech you, brethren, by the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that ye all speak the same thing, and 
but that ye be perfectly joined together in the same mind and in the same judg- 


MOTTO: 
that there be no divisions among you; 
ment.’7—1 Cor, 1, 10. 


‘We have no intention of yielding aught of the eternal, immutable truth of God for the sake of temporal peace, 
tranquility, and unity (which, moreover, is not in our power to do). Nor would such pence and unity, since it is devised 
against the truth and for its suppression, have any permanency. Still less are we inclined to adorn and conceal a corrap- 
tion of the pure doctrine and manifest, condemned errors. But we entertain heartfelt plensure and love for, and are on our 
part sincerely inelined and anxious to advance, that unity according to our utmost power, by which His glory remains to 
God uninjured, nothing of the divine truth of the Holy Gospel is surrendered, no reom is given to the least error, poor 
sinners are brought to true, genuine repentance, raised up by faith, eonfirmed in new obedience, and thus justified and 
eternally saved alone through the sole merit of Christ.’”” — Concluding Statement of the Formula of Concord concerning the 
Requirements of Confessional Fellowship among Lutherans of the Augsburg Confession. Trigl. Conc., p. 1095, 
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forward with more reasons why she should not be 
exterminated than Delilah could think of for 
coaxing Samson to get his hair cut. 

“T’m such a useful little gadget,’ she says. 
“If those people who find fault with you for 


@ The Weeds of Error 


Error works like weeds in a garden. 
easy for even one man to plant them, but it’s 
very difficult task to root them out. 


Error gets a good start because it does not 


ae 


look dangerous when it first appears. One little 
dandelion in the flower garden. Rather cute little 
plant. Has a flower, too. The flower fades into 
a fascinating, wooly hood. Innocent? No; there 
are seeds for survival and propagation in that 
downy bonnet! 

Error sneaks in any place. The wind catches 
the downy veil of the little seed and lifts her right 
into the professor’s lawn. There she flirts out- 
rageously with the whole synod. She- can: come 


coddling me now and then could only see the 
problems with which you are faced without me! 
Has God really said all those things about me? 
Don’t you think you owe it to me to re-study your 
position?” 


The only way to combat error is to pluck it 
out by the roots and throw it away with a public 
announcement of its eradication. Only the 
Scriptures can fence her out. 

Rev. Ahlert H. Strand, in Lutheran Sentinel 
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@ The Doctrine of the Church 
(Concluded ) 


All Christians Should Foster True 
Scriptural Unity in the Church 

God says: — 
_ “Endeavoring to keep the unity of the Spirit 
in the bond of peace . . . one faith,” Eph. 4:3. 5. 

“Charge some that they teach no other doc- 
trine,’ I Tim. 1:3. 

“Mark them which cause divisions and 
offenses contrary to the doctrine which ye have 
learned; and avoid them, Rom. 16:17. 


Missouri teaches: — 


“When do we use the doctrine of the Church 
properly? When we take heed to be and remain 


members of the invisible Church by sincere faith 
in the Redeemer; when we adhere to the Church 
which teaches the Word of God in all its purity ; 
when we avoid all false churches.” (New Cate- 
chism, Ques. 186.) 


“We repudiate unionism, that is, church fel- 
lowship with the adherents of false doctrine, as 
disobedience to God’s command, as causing divi- 
sions in the Church, Rom. 16:17.” (Brief State- 
ment, Par. 28.) 


Spiritual Unity 


Admonishing the Ephesians to preserve their 
spiritual unity, St. Paul mentions “one faith” 
as one of the bonds joining them in one body. 

Which faith is here meant? Merely the 
justifying or saving faith of the heart, which 
trusts in the gracious promises of God and ac- 
cepts the forgiveness of sins merited by Christ? 


It is true, only such faith makes a person a 
member of the one holy Christian Church and 
spiritually unites him with Christ and with all 
other believers, also those found in heterodox 
church bodies. 

However, it is to be remembered that such 
justifying faith is inseparably connected with the 
Word of the Gospel. It is only through the 
Gospel that the Holy Ghost works saving faith, - 
and therefore it has been rightly said, “the Word 
of the Gospel, apprehended by faith, is a means 
through which we are spiritually united to Christ 
and incorporated into the body of Christ, which 
is the Church.” (Triglotta, p. 993.) 

But in this connection the question of purity 
is not immaterial. Faith is not engendered and 
sustained by false doctrine or human perversion 
of the truth. In other words, error, the denial 
of God’s Word, can neither bring a person to 
faith nor keep him in the faith. It is for this 
reason that the Apology defines the “marks” of 
the Church as “the pure doctrine of the Gospel 
and the Sacraments,’ and the Augsburg Con- 
fession says, “in which the Gospel is rightly 
taught and the Sacraments are rightly admin- 
istered.” 

Since faith alone unites the believers with 
Christ and with all the other believers in one 
spiritual body, and since faith is engendered and 
sustained solely and only by the pure Gospel and 
the unadulterated Sacraments, the Augsburg Con- 
fession continues, “And to the true unity” (the 
Apology says: “We are speaking of true, 7. ¢., 
spiritual unity”) “of the Church it is enough te 
agree concerning the doctrine of the Gospel and 
the administration of the Sacraments.” The Ger- 
man, which has equal authority with the Latin 
version, has “dass da eintraechtiglich nach reinem 
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Verstand das Evangelium gepredigt und die 
Sakramente dem goettlichen Wort gemaess ge- 
reicht werden” (that the Gospel is harmoniously 
preached according to (its) pure apprehension 
and the Sacraments are administered according to 
the divine Word). 

It has been asserted that “it is God’s will that 
the spiritual unity of the ecclesia manifest itself 
in outward fellowship, Eph. 4:3.” 

As these words read, they are the false premise 
from which all unionism flows, for it is argued: 
Since all Christians, even those in heterodox 
communions, believe in the same Savior and are 
thereby united in one spiritual body, therefore 
they should manifest their spiritual unity by 
uniting in external worship and prayer. 

The spiritual unity of the ecclesia of course 
embraces all believers, including those found in 
heterodox churches. But I cannot and do not 
know who is a believer. How then can I manifest 
a spiritual unity by an outward fellowship, if I 
do not even know with which person I am actu- 
ally spiritually united? (The original statement 
read: if I do not even know where such spiritual 
unity exists? T. D.) Besides, Scripture expressly 
forbids external church fellowship with heterodox 
Christians, as we shall point out later. 

To cite Eph. 4:3 in connection with that as- 
sertion is a misuse of Scripture, for that passage 
does not say that the spiritual unity of the ecclesia 
should manifest itself in outward fellowship, but 
it admonishes the Christians to endeavor to “keep” 
or “preserve” the unity of the Spirit. 

And how according to Scripture do we give 
diligence to keep or preserve that invisible, inner, 
spiritual unity —- wrought by the Holy Ghost in 
all believers through the Word of the Gospel — 
so that we may not disturb or lose it? By believ- 
ing and confessing the whole truth and nothing 
but the truth of God’s Word; by speaking the 
truth in love in order to remove all spiritual 
ignorance and weakness in faith; by avoiding 
those who cause division and offenses ; and by rec- 
ognizing and treating as brethren in the faith all 
those who with us confess the one true faith. 


The Whole Truth and Nothing but the Truth 


False doctrine, which in many cases is even 
destructive of saving faith, is detrimental to faith, 
and consequently also detrimental to the spiritual 
unity of the believers. Therefore it is God’s will 
and order that all Christians with one accord be- 


lieve and confess the whole truth of God’s Word. 


(“I have not shunned to declare unto you all the 
counsel of God,” Acts 20:27) and nothing but 
the truth of God’s Word (“Charge some that they 
teach no other doctrine,” I Tim. 1:3). Every 


deviation from God’s Word in any matter is 
strictly prohibited by God. 

Among Christians there are of course many 
who have not as yet a clear understanding and 
full knowledge of Christian doctrine. In their 
simplicity they still err in this or that point of 
Christian doctrine from ignorance and weakness 
of faith. However, if some one mixes even a 
single grain of his own lies and errors into God’s 
truth, there a single doctrine or detail of doc- 
trine becomes a leaven, whereby the whole lump, 
the whole faith, may be corrupted, Gal. aioe In 
that case a single false doctrine, even in a minor 
point, can rob man of his faith and salvation. 


Spiritual Growth 


Continuing his admonition of the Ephesians, 
St. Paul says that God has established the min- 
istry “for the edifying of the body of Christ: 
till we all come in the unity of the faith, and of 
the knowledge of the Son of God, unto a perfect 
man, unto the measure of the stature of the ful- 
ness of Christ. That we henceforth be no more 
children, tossed to and fro, and carried about 
with every wind of doctrine .. . but speaking 
the truth in love may grow up into Him in all 
things, which is the Head, even Christ,” Eph. 
4: 11-15, 

We can truthfully say that our Synod as a 
whole has always spoken the truth in love in 
order to establish its members in the one true 
faith and to remove all spiritual ignorance and 
weakness in faith. But supposing a former 
Baptist Christian seeks membership in our, con- 
gregation, what then? We diligently and patiently 
seek to gain him from his errors. | However, if 
he persists in his errors we self-evidently refuse 
membership to him; we do not practice church 
fellowship with him. 

Such dealing with weak Christians, who are 
deficient in Christian knowledge and err in their 
simplicity, has always been the practice of our 
Synod also over against those Lutheran church 
bodies not yet one with us in the confession of 
the one true faith. Motivated by true love, it has 
always sought to further true Scriptural unity. 
But it has steadfastly refused to further a mere 
external union at the expense of God's Word, 
or to practice church fellowship with persistent 


errorists. 
‘Avoiding Those Who Cause Divisions 
and Offenses 


Here the question arises: To whom must 


church fellowship be denied? 
Some Lutherans maintain that we may pray 
and worship with anyone who accepts the Lord 
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Jesus as God and Savior. The main thing, they 
tell us, is that a person loves Jesus and is truly 
converted and truly believes. But whether he is 
a Lutheran, or Methodist, or Baptist, etc., is 
wholly immaterial. 

This crass indifference makes a mockery of 
God’s Word, especially of Matt. 28:29; I Pet. 
4:11; Jer. 23:28. 32; Rom. 16:17 and similar 
passages, : 

Other Lutherans insist that there must .be 
agreement at least in the great fundamentals of 
Christianity, but that it is neither necessary nor 
possible to agree in all non-fundamental doctrines, 
that is, those doctrines clearly taught in Scripture, 
but which are not the object of faith inasmuch as 
it appropriates forgiveness of sins and makes us 
children of God. According to this view- 
point there are “doctrines of the Bible,” or at least 
“points” or details of Biblical doctrine, concerning 
which men “may hold different views and con- 
victions without thereby being compelled to refuse 
each other church fellowship.” (Theses of 1879 
in which Towa declared its doctrinal position over 
against Missouri.) 


This false teaching concedes the right of hu-: 


man wisdom and human opinion to stand side by 
side with God’s Word within the Church. It robs 
the Word of God of the honor of being the sole 
rule and norm of Christian doctrine. 


Finallv, there are some Lutherans who main- 
tain that Rom. 16:17 cannot be applied to Chris- 
tians, since, as they claim, this passage refers only 
to the Judaizers who in their opinion were not 
Christians but gross belly-servers according to 
Phil. 3:19. Many of these Lutherans insist that 
we may have church fellowship with any Chris- 
tians, even with persistent errorists, provided we 
ourselves do not by word or deed deny the truth 
or approve of error. 


What docs God’s Word say? Let us take 
the words as they read! They are such simple 
words that even a child of fourteen can undetr- 
stand them in the Catechism instruction. There 
is no mention of the Judaizers, though of course 
they are not to be excluded. Nor does it say that 
we should mark and avoid only those who in our 
Opinion are belly-servers. Without any modifica- 
tion or restriction it simply states that we should 
mark and avoid those who cause divisions and 
offenses contrary to Apostolic doctrine. Nor does 
it say that we need not avoid such as cause divi- 
sions and offenses contrary to Apostolic doctrine 
as. long as we on our part do not deny the truth 
or approve of error. 


Away with all human glosses and human in- 
terpretations! Let the Scripture speak for itself 


In the Church of Christ there should be only 
one doctrine, only “one faith.” CHARGE SOME 
THAT THEY TEACH NO OTHER DOC- 
TRINE. Whoever persistently teaches other- 
wise than God’s Word teaches — any aberration 
from the clear Word of God, even in the least 
point — causes divisions and offenses within the 
Christian Church. The false teacher separates 
himself from the divinely ordained oneness in 
the faith and causes his followers to stumble, and 
these, being deceived by his good words and fair 
speeches, promote and sustain such sinful separa- 
tion, and adhere to, and perpetuate his deviation 
from Apostolic doctrine. 


Our Synod therefore re-affirmed its doctrinal 
position at the Chicago convention: “We repudiate 
unionism, that is, church fellowship with the ad- 
herents of false doctrine, as disobedience to God’s 
command, as causing divisions in the Church, 


Rom. 16:17.” 


God forbids it. And why does God forbid 
church fellowship with the adherents of false 
doctrine? Because unionism causes divisions in 
the Church and thus destroys true Scriptural 
unity. 


When Christians do not comply with God’s 
command to avoid those who cause divisions and 
offenses, it is and remains a sin, which is indeed 
forgiven them as long as they sin in weakness 
and because of deficiency in true Christian 
knowledge. 


It is to be remembered that when a church 
body refuses church fellowship to the adherents 
of false doctrine, that church body is not only 
protecting its own members against such false 
doctrine, but it is also bearing testimony against 
such false doctrine in a most emphatic way. It 
says to the errorist: Your érror is so dangerous, 
so soul-destroying, so detrimental. to spiritual’ 
unity, that we are compelled to refuse you the 
hand of Christian fellowship. 


By denying church fellowship to persistent 
errorists and their adherents we are truly pro- 
moting the divinely ordained oneness in the one 
true faith and thus also fostering the spiritual 


‘unity of all believers. 


Confessional Fellowship 


It is God’s will and order that those who con- 
fess-the one true faith “stand fast in one spirit, 
with one mind striving together for the faith of 
the Gospel,” Phil. 1:27. It is true, synodical 
organizations exist only by human right and are 
not a divine institution.» But it is God’s will that 
we receive and treat as brethren in the faith all 
those who with us confess the one true faith, 
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The Apostle John censures Diotrephes, 
“neither does he himself receive the brethren, 
and forbiddeth them that would, and casteth them 
out of the Church,” III John 10. Half of the 
sixteenth chapter of Romans is filled with frater- 
nal greetings, and here, as Dr. Pieper says, we 
have “a splendid example by which the fellow- 
ship of brethren in the faith is clearly demon- 
strated to us as being willed of God and as a 
great blessing.” 

The purpose of such confessional fellowship 
is of course mutual comfort and strengthening in 
the faith. Writing to the Romans, St. Paul says: 
“For I long to see you, that I may impart unto 
you some spiritual gift, to the end ye may be 
established; that is, that I may be comforted 
together with you by the mutual faith both of 
you and me,” Rom. 1:11. 12. And when Paul 
saw the brethren who came out from Rome to 
greet him, he “took courage’ and thanked God, 
Acts 28:15. 

Would to God that Christians would diligent- 
ly cultivate and foster such confessional fellow- 
ship and reap its rich rewards! 


Conclusion 


Today some Lutherans are satisfied to attain 
a mere outward union with other Lutheran Chris- 
tians, and in pursuit of such union they are willing 
to give up even the truth of God’s Word and 
declare some of its clearly revealed teachings 
as being non-divisive of church fellowship. 


But to pursue union at the expense of even one 
jot or tittle of God’s holy Word is treason and 
lese majesty against God. “He that hath my 
word, let him speak my word faithfully. What ts 
chaff to the wheat? saith the Lord,” Jer. 23: 28. 
We are merely stewards and not lords of God’s 
Word. Hence God’s Word must at all times 
remain inviolate to us. To compromise even a 
single truth of Scripture, even though that truth 
may seem trivial and unimportant in the eyes 
of men, for the sake of a mere outward union is 
a damnable sin, which invokes the wrath and 
curse of God. Hence we dare never seek union 
at the expense of God’s Word. The cost is too 
great. 


False and True Ecumenicity 


We Missourians cannot conscientiously travel 
the comparatively easy way of the modern false 
ecumenical movement.. False ecumenical Lu- 
theranism would ignore the doctrinal differences 
which do exist or declare them to be non-divisive 
of church fellowship. 


But we Missourians should zealously labor 
in the interest of true ecumenical Lutheranism. 


True ecumenical Lutheranism requires that we 
travel the hard way and, speaking the truth in 
love, do what we can to regain those Lutherans 
who have strayed away from the truth of God’s 
Word and not leave them in their error, Gal. 
6:1; James 5:19. 20. It requires also that we 
mark and avoid those Lutherans who are causing 
divisions and offenses contrary to Apostolic doc- 
trine and who persist in their deviation from_ 


God’s Word, Rom. 16:17. 


An Evangelical Lutheran Synodical 
Conference of the World 


Our synodical constitution lists as the first 
object of our fellowship: ‘The conservation and 
promotion of the unity of the true faith (Eph. 
4: 3-6; I Cor. 1:10) and a united defense against 
schism and sectarianism (Rom. 16:17.” That 
object we must endeavor to carry out, not only in 
our own midst, but also in our relation to other 
Lutheran church bodies. 

Seventy-five or more years ago our fathers 
helped to establish the Evangelical Lutheran 
Synodical Conference of North America. Build- 
ing on their foundation and following in their 
footsteps, let us do all in our power to establish 
an Evangelical Lutheran Synodical Conference 
of the World, a conference in which all are one 
in the confession of the one true faith. 

Then we will truly foster true Scriptural unity 
in the Church of. Christ and thus also diligently 
preserve the spiritual unity of all believers. 

Tueo. Dirrxs, S. T. D. 


© A Real Fellowship of the Spirit 


Rev. Walter R. Buhl, Richland Center, Wis. 

The first time I attended a meeting of the 
“Chicago Study Club,” I came to see whether its 
leaders and members were what they have often 
been misrepresented as being. I came away with 
a warm regard for the kindly fraternal spirit that 
prevailed at these meetings. In the Chicago Study 
Club we have a group of Missourians who still 
have genuine fraternal fellowship, because they 
have unity of the spirit. 

At the May 10th and 11th meeting of this 
group, papers, letters, and reports were again the 
order of the day. Rev. A. T. Kretzmann presented 
an important historical document, a “White 
Paper,” containing the true history of the State- 
mentarian Controversy. He showed the “pro- 
gressive deterioration” of doctrinal discipline in 
our midst. We hope the various parts of this 
paper will be made available as soon as they are 
finished. 
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Rev. A. A. Brauer discussed the “President’s 
Theses” on Church Fellowship. He pointed out 
that, while the theses contain a fine statement of 
Biblical principles in the first section, the numer- 
ous cases of casuistry in the second section suc- 
ceed in undermining and overthrowing these prin- 
ciples. He also showed how unionists could find 
refuge under the cases cited and listed as excep- 
tion to the rules. 


Several intensely interesting letters were read. 
One, ‘written by a Church leader in Germany 
seemed to indicate that our Free Church brethren 
are in danger of being scuttled for the “larger 
fellowship” of German State Church men, with 
whom meetings are being held at Bad Boll. The 
surprising information was also revealed that the 
American Government will pay for Bad Boll II. 
The question is being asked: ‘What has become 
of your strict separation of church and state?” 
and some fear is being expressed that some day 
we are going to be presented with the bill for 
this — most likely by Rome. 


The customary sectional reports came from 
Ieast and West, and revealed that, finally, the 
orthodox element in our Synod is waking up and 
beginning to act, in several cases on the District 
level. May I close this brief report with the 
earnest plea that orthodox spectators in our Synod 
get down from the bleachers long enough to visit 
the next mecting of the Club. They will not 
climb back into the bleachers again, after they 
hear the amazing evidence of what is happening 
to our Missouri Synod. 


© The Principles Which Our 
Missourian Fathers Applied 
to Intra-Synodical Controversy 


(Eprrorta, Notre: The following article may require 
somewhat careful reading, due to the fact that it deals 
with past history the facts of which may be unknown 
to the present reader. However, careful study of the 
article will richly repay the reader. The situations por- 
trayed in it have their parallels within the Missouri 
Synod today, and one will here see what principles our 
Missourian fathers applied to such situations. Here was 
doctrinal controversy within a church body — the New 
York Ministerium, which is today a part of the United 
Church — just as the Missouri Synod is today engulfed 
In a controversy concerning the Church and church 
fellowship. Here was an arrogant editor who, amid 
such controversy, managed his church’s official organ as 
though it were his own personal property. Here was 
the necessity of an opposition publication, issued by the 
Protesting confessional party within that synod, so that 
tt could make its voice heard. Here was unevangelical 

- official delay and false compromise in dealing with the 
existing offensive situation. How our Missourian fathers, 
whose sympathies were rightly with the protesting party 
dealt with such matters clearly appears from this article. 
The article, written by Dr. W. Sihler, was published in 


Lehre und Wehre, Vol. 24, No. 10, pp. 289-295, under 
the heading “In What Manner Was the Current Matter 
of Controversy in the New York Ministerium Dealt 
With at Its Convention This Year?” Criticism had to 
be voiced also concerning the protesting party, because 
it did not show “more resolute energy and courage in 
witnessing to the truth,” and because it in a “too great 
love of peace” declared itself satisfied with a few half- 
concessions. In view of this fact the article was ac- 
companied by the following editorial comment: “In ac- 
cepting this article for publication, the editorial staff 
declares that is does so in no sentiment of opposition 
against the esteemed men of the so-called protesting 
party, but merely in the consciousness that true brotherly 
love demands when they see brethren in danger of being 
imposed upon by false brethren, that they warn, 
strengthen, and encourage them, in order that the work 
of God which has been begun may not be delayed nor 
even brought to a stand-still. In spirit we contend side 
by side with these witnesses of the truth who are so 
dear to us and will not cease to plead for them before 
the throne of grace that they may be granted stead fast- 
ness and victory.” May God richly bless the reading 
of this article today! May those who read it be moved 
to make the proper application of the principles voiced 
in it to the conditions that confront us in the Missouri 
Synod today! — P. H. B.) 


The readers of Lehre und Wehre will no 
doubt recollect that at the instigation especially of 
Dr. Ruperti the St. Matthew’s Congregation in 
New York in the year 1875 subjected the present 
Synodical Constitution fof the New York Min- 
isterium] to a careful scrutiny in accordance with 
the Word of God and the Confession of the 
Church. The outcome of this scrutiny was the 
recognition that this Constitution in several points 
invades and usurps the evangelical rights of the 
individual congregations, specifically that it at- 
tributes to the Ministerium in convention as- 
sembled a form of legislative power and jurisdic- 
tion which conflicts with the Word and Confes- 
sion. This knowledge of the truth, derived from 
Scripture and the Confession, was now brought 
up for discussion on the floor of the Synodical 
Convention, and the alteration of the Constitu- 
tion of Synod in accordance with the Word of 
God and the Confession of the Church was pro- 
posed. The overtures of St. Matthew’s Congre- 
gation for this alteration found willing acceptance 
and powerful support on the part of a number 
of pastors and congregations, and were thoroughly 
discussed during the Synodical year 1876-77 in 
the Lutherischer Herold, the organ of the 
Synod. They likewise received a thorough dis- 
cussion at the Synodical Convention of 1877, and 
the Synod elected a committee which should 
present to the next Convention proposals for the 
alteration of the Constitution, and recommended 
the continued thorough study of the question at 
issue during the year. 


After a new editor of the Synodical organ, in 
the person of Dr. Moldehnke, had been elected, 


THE CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 83 


he declared in the first number of the paper that 
the Herold would admit no debate in its columns 
on this most important matter. He presumed to 
return or arbitrarily to alter articles which were 
sent in to him and sought to cast most unjust 
suspicions upon St. Matthew’s Congregation and 
its representatives. The latter therefore felt called 
upon to protest against such one-sided and arro- 
gant dealings. But the editor paid no heed to 
this protest and refused to publish it in the paper. 

The protéstants now found themselves com- 
pelled to go a step farther, and called together a 
general meeting of like-minded pastors and con- 
gregations from New York and vicinity. This 
meeting was held on September 17 in the lower 
rooms of St. Matthew’s Church and was very well 
attended. 

At this meeting it was resolved that, since the 
editor of the Herold, in a thoroughly unjust, 
arbitrary, and oppressive manner, refused to give 
room to the testimony of the truth in the Synod- 
ical paper, they would therefore publish a paper 
of their own under the title: Zeuge der Wahr- 
heit, the first number of which appeared on Octo- 
ber 1, 1877. 

This paper, then, in its succeeding numbers, 
agreeably to its name, gave testimony in a thor- 
oughly objective and temperate manner to the 
suppressed truth in the doctrine at issue upon the 
basis of Scripture and in agreement with the Con- 
fession of the Church, also quoting our church- 
father, Luther. Moreover it did not answer the 
bitter and hateful attacks of the Herold in a 
similar vein, and it reproved the insincerity of 
the editor of this paper rather too mildly than 
too harshly. 

How did things go, then, in the Convention 
of the so-called New York Ministerium held on 
August 1, with regard to the controversial points 
at issue? 

As we see it, the representatives of the Zeuge 
der Wahrheit, the so-called protesting party, 
should have insisted, in the first place, that the 
committee elected at the Convention of 1877 
should innediately present the proposals for 
alteration of the Synodical Constitution which 
were to have been laid before this year’s Con- 
vention. 

In the second place, they should have insisted 
that in connection therewith their summary funda- 
mental principle should have been thoroughly 
dealt with, namely: “According to the doctrine 
of Holy Scripture and of our Confessions the 
Christian congregation gathered about the Word 
of God is the possessor and bearer of all ecclesi- 
astical power.” 


In the third place, they should have preferred 
charges against the editor of the Herold before 
the Synod, that, while his predecessor in. 1876-77, 
undeniably according to the wish and will of the 
Synod, had opened its organ to the thorough dis- 
cussion of the overtures of St. Matthew’s Con- 
gregation and of the Scriptural doctrine upon 
which they were based, he had done exactly the 
opposite and in an unjust and arbitrary manner 
closed the columns of the Synodical organ to this 
discussion and incurred the guilt of varied and 
gross insincerity and of manifest sins against the 
Eighth Commandment. 

But nothing of all this occurred. Also the 
protesting party agreed to the proposal of Pastor 
Ehrhart of New York, “to appoint a conference- 
committee of both sides, whose duty it shall be to 
come to an agreement upon certain points and 
submit them to the Synod as a basis of peace.” 
This motion carried almost unanimously, and the 
president accordingly appointed five pastors and 
two delegates from each side as members of this 
conference-committee. 


As the final outcome of the deliberations of 
this committee its secretary read to the Synod the 
following “resolutions” : 

1. “Your committee, after a thorough exami- 
nation (?) of the existing points of difference, 
reached the conviction that the protesting party, 
even though convinced of the correctness and 
importance of their view concerning the relation 
of the congregation to the Synod, nevertheless 
through the premature (?) publication of the 
Zeuge der Wahrheit transgressed the Constitution 
of the Synod, to which, however, they considered 
themselves provoked by the manner and method 
of the management of the Synodical organ.” 

Already in view of this first resolution one 
cannot refrain from expressing regret that the 
members of the hitherto protesting party who 
concurred in the deliberations and decisions of 
the committee were moved rather by a Melanch- 
thonian love of peace than by the bold confessor- 
spirit of a Luther. For while before God they 
were fully in the right in upholding the evangel- 
ical truth, suppressed by the editor of the Synod- 
ical organ, the Herold, through their publication 
of the Zeuge der Wahrheit, also for the benefit 
of the upright but ill informed members of their 
Synod, yet it seems almost as though they donned 
a penitential garb because they had through this 
publication “transgressed the Constitution of the 
Synod.” Where the defense of the honor of God 
and His Word and the truth of the Confession 
of the Church, based thereupon, is at stake, there 
the witness of the truth should both orally and 
in writing tread boldly under foot every article 
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of the Constitution of a Synod which stands in 
the way of this testimony, and should make no 
confession of sins. 

And then it makes a peculiar impression that 
the hitherto protesting individuals were satisfied 
to have their constant testimony to the truth 
designated in this first resolution as a mere (sub- 
jective) “view,” as though there were other views 
which were equally right, and as though there 
were a multiple truth. And although they in the 
first number of the Zeuge der Wahrheit rightly 
regard and declare the publication of this paper 
to be a matter of conscience, yet they agree when 
this conference-committee calls this publication 
“premature.” 


The conclusion of the first resolution reads as 
follows: “Furthermore the committee cannot 
ignore the fact that for some time of late much 
has been wrong in personal relations on both 
sides, which sin each will confess to his God and 
forgive the other.” 

From this compromise also the too great love 
of peace of the members of the hitherto protesting 
party who were appointed to this conference- 
committee is undeniably evident. For every Lu- 
‘theran, also outside of the New York Synod, who 
without preconceived opinion or prejudice has 
read the successive numbers of the Zeuge der 
Wahrheit, will grant that its reproof of the editor 
of the Herold was objectively just, without per- 
sonal bitterness or malice. But the protéstants 
have had to suffer abundance of personal bitter- 
ness and malice from Dr. Moldehnke in the 
Herold together with all manner of twisting of 
facts and insincerity. From him indeed, there- 
fore, repentance toward God and also honest 
apology to his offended neighbor was to be 
demanded. But, alas! neither here nor in the 
following “resolutions” nor later in the delibera- 
tions of the Synod is there anything to be read 
of the earnest and just reproof which Dr. Mol- 


dehnke had nevertheless richly deserved; for, as: 


though he were the personified Synod, and that 
a Synod absolutely opposed to the Scriptural re- 
formation of the Romanizing Synodical Constitu- 
tion, he, in opposition to the previously expressed 


wish of the Synod and the accordant practice of - 


the former editor of the Herold as a Synodical 
organ, conducted himself as a sort of pope, in 
part refusing to accept the contributions of the 
protesting party for publication in the paper, in 
part presuming to make “arbitrary alterations” 
in the interest of the hierarchical Grabauish opin- 
ions championed by himself and his adherents. 


2. The second resolution reads as follows: 
“We frankly confess that the real differences are 
in the realm of doctrine, which must be honestly 
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investigated in agreement with the Word of God 
(no mention is made of the ecclesiastical Confes- 
sion), and we move that this take place immedi- 
ately in connection with the consideration of the 
proposéd new Synodical Constitution.” 


That there was no hurry about this “im- 
mediate honest investigation,” but that, in accord- 
ance with the exemplary precedent of the General 
Council, the consideration of the matter was post- 
poned till the next year, is a fact of which the 
last resolution of the Synodical convention, 
which this: critique will cite later on, furnishes 
the necessary ‘proof. 

3. The third resolution is formulated in the 
following words: “We mutually obligate our- 
selves to bring about as soon as possible a unifica- 
tion of the two papers, and as long as this unifica- 
tion is not achicved, to refrain from polemics 
against one another as well as from all personal 
attacks and every kind of bitterness.” 


Much as the last provision merits approval, 
of which bitterness, however, the Zeuge der 
Wahrheit has for the most part not become 
guilty over against its opponent, as he has over 
against it, yet we cannot see how the polemics 
against the Herold on the part of the Zeuge der 
Wahrheit can cease as long as the former holds 
fast to its erroneous assertions and opposes the 
testimony of the truth. For only if and when, 
by God’s grace, the Herold should give up these 
positions and with renunciation of its prévious 
errors, acknowledge and testify to the same evan- 
gelical truth in the doctrines concerned — only 
then could the controversy cease, only then would 
a true unity be at hand, and only then could a 
combining of the two papers come into considera- 
tion. 


4, In the fourth resolution the reporting and 
recommending conference-committee expresses it- 
self to the following effect: “We recommend to 
the honorable Synod on the basis of the preced- 
ing resolutions that all complaimts on both sides 
which are now before this body be rejected.” 

If among these complaints on the part of the 
so-called’ protesting party against the editor of 
the Herold is to be found, as it is hardly possible 
to assume otherwise, also the just and well- 
grounded one that he has denied publication in the 
Synodical organ to their contributions, then this 
resolution is another proof of the inopportunely in- 
dulged love of peace on the part of the protestants 
who participated in. the conference-committee; 
for true love, also to Dr. Moldehnke, necessarily 
demanded, as previously mentioned, that he be 
earnestly rebuked on account of -his unjust, 
arbitrary, and presumptuous proceedings, which, 
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as is plain from the entire report, was: completely 
néglected. a 
According to No. 23 of the Zeuge der Wahr- 
heit, which reports the close of the Synod, the 
presentation of. the proposals for revision of the 
Constitution actually took place. The fourth 
paragraph, which treats of “Rights and Duties,” 
now states: a. “In all specifically congregational 
affairs the Synod has only an advisory authority: 
the congregations, nevertheless, are to request and 
respect its advice in all important cases.” 
Pastor Kuehn, from New York, offered a 
substitute, the second part of which is expressed 
as follows: “In all questions of doctrine and life, 
after application of the process of church dis- 
cipline prescribed in God’s Word (as though this 
were always to be applied in doctrinal questions) 
within the individual congregation, have found 


no satisfactory solution, the Synod, as a federa-’ 


tion of all the Synodical congregations, shall have 
a deciding voice.” 

Professor Dr. Krauth, who was present and 
also took a lively part in the debate of this point, 
gave yet more emphasis to the end of this sub- 
stitute form by expressing himself as follows: 
“The Synod shall never scek to enforce its advice 
with compulsory measures; the Synod shall, how- 
ever, give official advice, and the following of 
such advice can be demanded on the part of the 
Synod and it should always carry with it a moral 
weight. In my opinion this article should be 
accepted’ unanimously,” 

Peculiarly enough, neither in this substitute 
nor in its reenforcement by Dr. Krauth is the 
Word of God mentioned with even one syllable; 
for only then could the Synod have a “deciding 
voice,” and only then could the following of its 
“official advice” (which, however, would then be 
no longer a mere advice) “be demanded,” if the 
Synod could thoroughly, clearly, and incontro- 
vertibly prove the truth and correctness of its 
decision from the Holy Scriptures. In this case, 
but only in this case, has the Synod a right to 
demand obedience from the convicted congrega- 
tion, or, failing this, to exclude it from fellow- 
ship; but note well, this right is possessed by the 
Synod not as a sort of judicial assembly, as is the 
case in secular courts, but only as a handmaiden 
and orthodox expositor and applier of that which 
lies at the basis also of the ecclesiastical Con- 
fession, namely, of the clear Word of God, the 
Holy Scripture. 

Outside of this connection, aside from its own 
submission: to. the Word of God-in each case 
under consideration, no Synod has the right and 
authority to obligate any congregation as in con- 
science bound to obey its decision. Moreover 


the history of the church teaches how larger and 
smaller councils, just because they did not submit 
themselves unconditionally to the Word of God, 
have frequently erred in questions of faith and 
life. Thus, for instance, the 318 bishops as- 
sembled at the Council of Nicaea in the year 325 
were close to adopting a decision enjoining 
celibacy upon the servants of the church — so 
carly had a false legalism opposed the evangelical 
liberty intruded into the church — had not one 
man, Paphnutius, who was no bishop, set himself 
resolutely in opposition to this purpose of the 
bishops on the basis of I Timothy 4 and other 
relevant passages, and overcome them with God’s 
Word, so that they abandoned their intention. 
And so shall it ever be, in accordance with the 
will of God and a correct view of the essence of 
the Church. All the pastors must yield and sub- 
mit themselves to the youngest so-called lay 
delegate in a Synodical convention, if he in any 
question of doctrine or life has God’s Word on 
his side. 

Certain words which Dr. Krauth — as the 
Zeuge der Wahrheit reports — uttered on this 
occasion sound very strange; for although he 
first correctly remarked that the Synod has only _ 
so much authority as the congregations volun- 
tarily delegate to it, yet it has, if only in a 
derivative sense, a divine esteem. In our estima- 
tion only that can have this esteem (or authority), 
which has claim to divine institution, as the Gospel 
and its seals, the Sacraments, together with the 
office of the keys and the entrusting of this office. 
to certain persons. All else in the church, be it 
called bishop, or presbytery, or consistory, or 
supreme ecclesiastical assembly [Oberkirchen- 
kollegium], or Synod, stands only in a subservient 
relation to the means of grace and their official 
administration and is only a human. ordinance. 
But this human ordinance does not thereby be- 
come divine, if, for instance, in the Lutheran 
Church of this country. the corgregations of a 
Synod would be so ignorant or foolish as to 
delegate by congregational resolutions, tempo- 
rarily and under certain restrictions, to the Synod 
the administration of certain functions which, as 
ordained of God in His Work, belong to their 
own. self-government, as, for instance, the call- 
ing and dismissal of their pastors and the con- 
cluding act of church-discipline, the ban or ex- 
communication. For this delegation [Uebertra- . 
gung] is not ordained and arranged by God, as 
the administration of the means of grace on the 
part of the congregation, as the bride of Christ 
and joint possessor of them, is committed to cer- 
tain persons in order that they may publicly for 
the common good administer the means of grace 
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in the name of the congregation, that is, by the 
commission and in the stead of the congregation. 

Dr. Moldehnke, who, alas! as already men- 
tioned, did not receive from any quarter the well- 
deserved rebuke, condescended to declare that, 
“so far as the rights of the congregation are con- 
cerned, he is in agreement with the concept of 
the so-called protesting party, even if he departs 
from it in the consequences.” 

The above-mentioned party appears to have 
been quite well pleased and satisfied with this 
concession; for he was not attacked on account 
of his closing words, which to a ‘certain extent 
again annul his concession; for if a proposition 
in the doctrine of the church is true, that is, 
grounded in the Word of God, then it must verify 
itself as true and correct in all its consequences, 
and these conclusions are, reasoning back from 
them as it were, the proof and evidence of the 
proposition ; if one should by a process of correct 
deduction arrive at objectionable consequences, 
then the proposition set up as a premise would 
itself be incorrect. 

Finally, then, we read: “Yet it was not at 
all intended that such a weighty concern should 
he brought to a settlement without previous 
thorough, and if possible exhaustive, discussion. 
It was therefore resolved at the conclusion of the 
debate: 1. To commend the entire subject-matter 
to the individual congregations and conferences 
for discussion, and 2. to set aside the Friday and 
Monday of the next Synodical Convention for 
its discussion.” 

This is, then, in brief, the course and con- 
clusion of this year’s convention of the so-called 
New York Ministerium with regard to the points 
of doctrine involved. 

_It is indeed much to be deplored that these 
points were not thoroughly dealt with and brought 
to settlement, and that their discussion was again 
postponed, in which the so-called protesting 
party 1s not without fault; for they should have 
shown more resolute energy and courage in wit- 
nessing to the truth, and should not have declared 
themselves satisfied with a few half concessions, 
but Tather should have shown themselves con- 
fessionally firm churchly characters in their 
Synodical Convention. 

Since, in the mean time, Dr. Moldehnke, in- 
stead of receiving the earnest rebuke which was 
due him, has again received the Synod’s election, 
not exactly to its credit, to the editorship of the 
Herold, it is to be expected that his Herold 
will preserve the Zeuge der Wahrheit, and the 
otherwise honestly Lutheran so-called protesting 
Party against losing their savor. 

— Translated by 


Watiace H. McLaucuuiin, M.S. T. 


ON THE UNION FRONT 


Bad Boll to the United Lutherans 


Under the heading “Co-operation Overseas,” 
The Lutheran of May 11, 1949, p. 6, reports: 
“National Lutheran Council and Missouri Synod 
churchmen will team up this summer to conduct 
study conferences for pastors in Germany. 

“Four professors from Missouri's Concordia 
Seminary, and three other Missouri clergymen 
will be on the staff. United Lutherans who will 
participate are Dr. Paul C. Empie, Dr. T. A. 
Kantonen of Hamma Divinity, and Dr. Richard 
R. Syre of Western Seminary. 

“Conferences will be held at the Evangelical 
Academy at Bad Boll. Besides Americans and 
Germans scheduled as lecturers, there will be 
prominent scholars from Denmark, Finland, Hol- 
land, and Sweden.” 

The first Bad Boll conference revealed some 
strange theology. This second one is planned on 
the unionistic basis, and the product should prove 
to be still stranger. The very best of the pos- 
sibilities, all of which are poor, is that this “study 
conference” might turn into a debating club in 
which someone might contend for the teaching of 
the verbally inspired Scriptures. We know that 
the U. L .C. delegation, for one, is not interested 
in a verbally inspired Scripture. The conference 
ought to study this subject and come to a con- 
clusion on it. A verbally inspired Scripture must 
be the common basis of any extended discussions. 
Otherwise Bad Boll becomes joint religious work 
and worship without even the possibility of agree- 
ment in the truth. 


New Pursuit 


Book reviewing for The Lutheran of the 
United Lutheran Church is being taken up by 
Dr. O. P. Kretzmann. Nettl’s “Luther and 
Music” is reviewed in the issue of September 29, 
1948, p. 31, the first paragraph reading as follows: 
“One of the recurring phenomena of church 
history is the appearance of a gap, deep and wide, 
between the learning of the theologian and the 
faith of the people. The religion of the theologian 
may be intellectual, objective, dogmatic, The faith 
of the people may be warm, emotional, subjective. 
When that happens, the resulting tensions finally 
become intolerable, and the people reform the 
church by producing leaders who can translate 
their faith into the thought and speech of the 
theologian.” 

Luther, of course, did not get his theology 
from the “faith of the people.” 


| iietirin hs Deiat on nearest ee 
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For Understanding 


Wheat Ridge Foundation scholarships are 
offered to United Lutherans in The Lutheran of 
February 16, 1949, p. 39. It might be well for 
us to clarify the status of the Wheat Ridge 
Foundation. Does its work have any religious 
implications? Is it an agency through which 
Christians perform a joint Christian work? Then 
it should invite for its training program only those 
who make profession of the full Scriptural truth 
(1 Cor. 1, 10, Rom. 16, 17) at least in this respect, 
that they be members of a congregation of the 
Synodical Conference. Or is the Foundation 
merely another non-sectarian social agency? Then 
every phase of its work may involve professing 
Christians of any denomination, or people who do 
not profess Christianity at all. 

In all fairness, our people ought to know what 
kind of a venture they are being asked to support. 


No Buyers — No Market 


“Presidents of five Lutheran synods in 
Nebraska met in Lincoln March 7 to urge the 
officials of the Missouri Synod to cooperate with 
the National Lutheran Council churches in the 
erection of one student center on the Nebraska 
University campus. Both groups have been plan- 
ning to build separate houses up to this time. 
There are 1,200 Lutherans enrolled at the univer- 
sity.” (Lutheran Standard, April 2, 1949, p. 13.) 


At Washington, D. C. 


The “Washington Comments” column of the 
Lutheran Standard (June 26, 1948, p. 7) brought 
this paragraph: “Synodical differences prevail in 
Washington, but in many instances a thing called 
cooperation has taken their place. Ministers of 
the different synods continue to work together 
in the Washington Lutheran Ministerial Asso- 
ciation. Home mission problems are brought to 
the Lutheran Comity Committee, a group of local 
pastors serving under the Ministerial Association, 
and considerable success has been attained there. 
In the Lutheran Service Center, owned by the 
National Lutheran Council, Missouri Synod. 
workers are housed as tenants and carry on a 
vigorous work. The National Lutheran Chorus 
continues to operate quite successfully, recruiting 
singers from nearly all local Lutheran churches, 
the Missouri churches included. 
Mission Society now enjoys the support of both 
the National Lutheran Council churches and those 
of the Missouri Synod. .All of which, in our 
judgment, conclusively demonstrates the fact that, 
despite certain synodical rulings, Lutherans of 
the various groups can and will work together if 
given a chance.” 


The local Inner | 


Now it’s “synodical rulings” that are to blame 
for our troubles, 


Do Mergers Save Money and Men? 

We had occasion to refer to this question in 
our column only recently. A Mission Board of 
the Augustana Lutheran Church, which claims to 
be “already cooperating with other Lutheran 
bodies” in eliminating the overlapping of parishes, 
makes a report in the Lutheran Outlook of 
January, 1949, p. 24, which should bring us up 
to date in our figures: “We note the progress in 
eliminating duplicated efforts, as revealed in a 
study of intersynodical mergers over a 20-year 
period, in which 13 mergers resulted in Augustana 
churches, and 39 mergers resulted in other Gen- 
eral Body churches.” 

Less than three eliminations of duplicated 
efforts per year is not an impressive average. 


Separation of Church and State 


The opinion of Supreme Court Associate 
Justice Felix Frankfurter in the Champaign case 
is published in The Lutheran of May 5, 1948, 
p. 22ff., under the title “How ‘Released Time’ 
Developed.” The opinion is very clear on the 
principle of separation of church and state and 
many of the practical points involved. A study 
of it would do much to clear up the prevailing 
muddy thinking with regard to this principle. 
Also within the Missouri Synod there have been 
recent expressions on the separation of church 
and state which have made the line of demarcation 
yather fuzzy. Sampling the above-mentioned 
opinion, we quote the following three paragraphs : 

“Religious education so conducted on school 
time and property is patently woven into’ the 
working scheme of the school. The Champaign 
arrangement thus presents powerful elements of 
inherent pressure by the school system in the 
interest of religious sects. The fact that this 
power has not been used to discriminate is 
beside the point. Separation is a requirement to 
abstain from fusing functions of government and 
of religious sects, not merely to treat them all 
equally,” 

“Separation means separation, not something 
less. Jefferson’s metaphor in describing the rela- 
tion between church and state speaks of a ‘wall 
of separation,’ not of a fine line easily over- 
stepped. The public school is at once the symbol 
of our democracy and the most persuasive means 
for promoting our common destiny. In no 
activity of the State is it more vital to keep out 
divisive forces than in its schools, to avoid con- 
fusing, not to say fusing, what the Constitution 
sought to keep strictly apart.” 
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“We renew our conviction that ‘we have 
staked the very existence of our country on the 
faith that complete separation between the state 
and religion is best for the state and best for 
religion’ (Everson v. Board of Education). If 
nowhere else, in the relation between church and 

, 


state, ‘good fences make good neighbors’. 
A. V. Kuster, B. D. 


@ Review of Publications 


Doctrinal Differences between the Synodical 
Conference and the American Lutheran 
Church, Tract No. 7: The Public Ministry. 
Published by the Confessional Lutheran Pub- 
licity Bureau. Single copy, 5 cents, postpaid ; 
dozen, 50 cents; 100, $3.00. Order from: 
Cc. L. P. B., Tract Department, Box 4, 
Elizabeth, Illinois. 

The strong point of this tract is its positive 
presentation of the Biblical doctrine of the 
public ministry, which fills eight of its twelve 
pages. In language as clear as it is concise the 
reader is informed on the basis of the pertinent 
Scripture passages just what the Bible says on 
this doctrine, and the Lutheran Church’s assent 
to the Scriptural doctrine is evidenced by well 
chosen quotations from the Confessions and the 
writings of Luther as quoted by Walther in his 
classic collection of testimonies on “Kirche und 
Amt.” , 

The writer has evidently made use of the 
original and of Luther’s German version rather 
than the King James Bible in his citations of 
Scripture; which accounts for the fact that the 
pertinent passage of Psalm 68 cited at the top 
of page 5 is numbered verse 12 as in the Hebrew 
and German, not 11 as in the English Bible, and 
that the quotation from Joel 2, 23 is adduced, 
. which does not speak of the ministry at all in 
the King James text, though here also the mar- 
ginal rendering agrees with Luther and avoids 
the tautology which appears in the version pre- 
ferred by the English translators. As for the 
linguistic question involved in Joel 2, 23, the 
Hebrew word signifying “teacher” and that 
signifying “former rain” are identical both in 
form and etymology; while “according to right- 
cousness” represents the primary meaning of the 
Hebrew expression and “moderately” a derivative 
signification. . 

The translation of Jowa’s Thesis 5 (page 9), 
is apparently too literal, and while I do not have 
the original German at hand I shall venture in 
the interest of clear English to paraphrase: “The 
prerogatives due to the office by divine right are 
the following :” ete. 


If any should suppose that the position of the 
former Iowa Synod (now theologically dominant 
in the American Lutheran Church) is not fairly 
represented by quotation of a document of 1856, 
let it be remembered that this is a position stub- 
bornly maintained in controversy, not a casual 
deviation, and that it has never since been re- 
tracted. The author is certainly just in exclaim- 
ing, over against the idea that a diminishing 
emphasis on this difference in recent years might 
have done away with it: “As though false doc- 
trine could be overcome by ignoring it!” 

The attentive reader of this excellent tract 
will be rewarded by a deepened understanding 
of an important Biblical doctrine. 


Watiace H. McLaucuuin, M.S. T. 


@ What Our Readers Say 


“T just got through reading the last copy of 
the Confessional Lutheran and am therefore with 
all the greater pleasure sending you my regular 
membership check.” — Pastor, St. Louis, Mo. 


“T had occasion some months ago to see a 
copy of the Confessional Lutheran and was im- 
pressed by the staunch attitude its writers take. 
Will you kindly put me on your subscription list. 
I wish you God’s riches blessings in your work.” 
— Pastor, Wisconsin. 

“Will you please send me ten copies of the 
last issue of the Confessional Lutheran. IT want 
these for Missouri and A. L. C. pastors in this 
region.” —- Texas pastor. 

“T appreciate the grand battle you are waging 
for our church against the encroachments of false 
teachers. Allow me to state that I am with you 
in your stand.” — Milwaukee pastor. 

“May God continue to grant you grace and 
strength for your work of testifying, and may He 
grant the entire Synodical Conference an open 
ear to hear this testimony.” Pastor, So. Dak. 
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“Now I beseech you, brethren, by the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that ye all speak the same thing, and 


that there be no divisions nmong you; but that ye be perfectly joined together in the same mind and in the same judg- 


ment.’? —1 Cor. 1, 10, 


“We have no intention of yielding aught of the eternal, immutable truth of God for the sake of temporal peace, 


tranquility, and unity (which, moreover, is not in our power to do). Nor would such peace and unity, since it is devised 
against the truth and for its suppression, have any permanency. Still less are we inclined to adorn and conceal a corrup- 
tion of the pure doctrine and manifest, condemned errors. But we entertain heartfelt pleasure and love for, and are on our 
part sincerely inclined and anxious to advance, that unity according to our utmost power, by which His glory remains to 
God uninjured, nothing of the divine truth of the Holy Gospel is surrendered, no room is given to the least error, poor 
sinners are brought to true, genuine repentance, raised up by faith, confirmed in new obedience, and thus justified and 
eternally saved alone through the sole merit of Christ.” — Concluding Statement of the Formula of Concord concerning the 
Requirements of Confessional Felowship among Lutherans of the Augsburg Confession. Trigl. Cone., p. 1095. 
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© The Cost and Compensation 
of Discipleship 


When I left the practice of medicine and be- 
gan to preach the Gospel I promised God that I 
would preach anything God showed me in His 
Word, no matter what the cost might be. I did 
not know the cost then or I might have wavered, 
but when I had to pay the price of preaching 
what I believed, I found God’s grace sufficient 
for me. The cost was high. My refusal to com- 
promise to please men cost me friends, position, 
earthly henor and the applause of men, but I 


thank God I can stand before Him and say, “To 
the best of my ability I have preached all I found 
in the Word, without fear or favor,” and His 
“Well done, thou good and faithful servant,” will 
compensate a thousand times for the bitterness, 
privation, heartache, and persecution J have ex- 
perienced at the hand of “religious” men.—M. R. 
De Haan, M. D., Revelation, p. 153. 


(Dr. De Haan is a millennialist and holds other 
views which we cannot share. But what he says 
here is true. In fact, Christ has promised even 
more than what is here testified to. Cp. Mt. 19, 
27-30.—P. H. B.) 


90 foes THE CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 


THE CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 


Published in the Interest of Ecumenical Lutheranism 
By the Confessional Lutheran Publicity Bureau 
(One Dollar Per Year) 


WAUtor. .. cece ce ee eee etre neces Rev. Paul H. Burgdorf 
Assistant Editor. ...- cece reece eee cree eens Rev, J. Buenger 
Managing Bditor......+eeeeeeeee Rev. Theo. Dierks, 8. T. D. 
Contributing Editors......-+.+e00. Rev. A. V. Kuster, B. D. 
Rev. A. T. Kretzmann 

Rev. W. H. McLaughlin, M. 8. T. 

Representative in South America...... Rev. Martin Strasen 
Bubscription Manager....eeee eee eee eeeeee Rev. Eldor Mueller 
Circulation Manager.....-.seseeeeeeenes Rev. E. Wiedbusch 


i 


Articles intended for publication are to be addressed to 
the office of publication: Box 73, Clinton, Iowa. 


Subscriptions ($1.00 per year) are to be sent to 
Eldor Mueller, 910 Second Avenue, Sterling, Illinois. 
Please notify us promptly of any change of address 


Rev. 


Officers of the C. L. Pr. B. 
President... .. cc sccceccccaverevnene Rev. E. T. Lams, 
1100 South East Avenue, Oak Park, Ilinois 
Firat Vice-President........eee eee eeee Rev. Arthur C. Dahms 
2046 Fremont Street, Chicago 14, Illinois 
Second Vice-President...... Rov. W. H. McLaughlin, M.S. T. 
984 Lilac Street, Pittsburgh 17, Pennsylvania 
Secretary... ccc ee seer ee rere reeere Rev. A. V. Kuster, 
a Wanatah, Indlana 


Treasurer....... suit aibve. Sie nuevos ‘eja.'e bee aye aces Rev. E. Wiedbusch 
Elizabeth, Illinois 


D. D. 


B. D. 


Directors 
John Eich, Attorney-at-Law...... pe eneeevene Chicago, 
Herbert Lussky, M. D....-+e. eee eee ee eens Evanston, 
Albert H. Knopp... se eees eee ce cere er ereeeee Chicago, 


Illinois 
Illinois 
Illinois 


a 


Inqufries concerning the C. L. P. B. are to be directed 
to the Secretary. 


Membership fees are to be sent to Rev. Widor Mueller, 
910 Second Ave., Sterling, Illinois. Regular membership is 
$2.00 per year. Contributing membership $5.00 a year. 
Sustaining membership $10.00 or more per year. Each type 
of membership includes a subscription to the ‘Confessional 
Lutheran.” 


TRACT DHPARTMENT: Box 4, Elfzabeth, Illinois. 


© The Deadly Menace of 
Sacramentalism 


Our synod is at present being plagued by the 
neo-Lutheran teaching that the one holy Christian 
Church is both invisible and visible, its visible 
“side” being the means of grace. As a direct out- 
growth and development of that un-Scriptural 
teaching, sacramentalism is now also boldly rear- 
ing. its head in. our midst. Sacramentalism is a 
false emphasis.on the Sacraments. It assigns the 
preaching of the Gospel to a secondary place and 
corrupts and denies the Scriptural doctrine of the 
Lord’s Supper, itself.” 7 

The latest instance of the teaching of this ism 
(unchecked .by our responsible officialdom) is to 
be found in Pastor Fred H. Lindemann’s. Till He 


Come, which is largely a reprint of articles pub- 
lished in the American Lutheran of Dec., 1947 to 
June, 1948. 


We have referred to one of these articles in 
the Confessional Lutheran, 1948, p. 109ff, under 
the title, “A Doctrinal Monstrosity Proclaimed 
by the ‘American Lutheran.” We would at this 
time trace the historical development of sacra- 
mentalism as such, and bring it under the search- 
light of God’s Word, so that our readers may 
recognize sacramentalism for what it really is — 
a deadly menace to our Church. 


A Direct Attack on the Sole Authority 


of Scripture 

In the chapter, entitled, “The Lord’s Supper 
in the Post-Apostolic Age,” Op. cit., pp. 36-53, 
Pastor Lindemann quotes extensively from the 
writings of the early Church Fathers and the an- 
cient liturgies according to Liturgy and Worship 
by Lowther Clarke, an Episcopalian publication. 
The Episcopalians are without a doubt the out- 
standing scholars in the field of Liturgy, and it is 
from this source that many of our men are im- 
bibing their un-Scriptural sacramentalism. 

Pastor Lindemann tells us, “The Gospels bring 
merely the facts of the Institution. The First Let- 
ter to the Corinthians gives mostly negative in- 
struction. Much of what the Apostle says in a 
positive way has little or no application to Luth- 
erans of the Twentieth Century because our cir- 
cumstances are vastly different.” (P. 36.) Again 
he says, “If any should ask why it is important 
to Lutherans of the Twentieth Century how the 
Christians worshipped in the first centuries, we 
quote in answer the words of the Didache: “Great 
heed must be taken to retain within the Catholic 
Church that which has been believed everywhere, 
always, and by all.’ .. . We are related to the 
past, not only to the Church of the Reformation 
but also to the Early Church. Our faith is living 
and historical. It relates us to the Apostles. If 
there is anything amiss in the life and faith of 
the Church today that needs to be corrected or 
improved, it is wise to look back before going 
forward.” (P. 52.) ; 


If these words mean anything, they give ex- 
pression to the thought that the teaching of the 
New Testament is elementary and insufficient, 
and that in order to correct or improve our faith 
and life we must take into consideration what “the 
Church” in the past has believed and done. 


This is a direct attack on the sole authority of 
Scripture. i 


- We ask: What has become of Paragraph Two 
of A Statement, signed by Pastor Lindemann and 


. the rest of the “44”? That paragraph reads: “We 


peers mer nt 
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affirm our faith in the great Lutheran principle of 
the inerrancy, certainty, and all-suficiency of Holy 
Writ. We therefore deplore a tendency in our 
Synod to substitute human judgments, synodical 
resolutions, or Other sources of authority for the 
supreme authority of Scripture.” (Our emphasis.) 


A True Picture of the Post-Apostolic Age 


If we examine all of the Christian writings 
from the days after the Apostles to the year, say, 
250 A.D., we shall learn that moralism pre- 
dominated soon after the death of the Apostles. 
In hardly any of the writings of that day do we 
find a correct conception of the Gospel. All of 
the Church Fathers, with the exception of two 
or three, regarded the Gospel as the new Law 
revealed by Christ. Faith was looked upon, not 
as confidence or trust in the divine mercy which 
forgives sins for Christ’s sake, but as obedience 
to God and as knowledge of, or assent to, the 
revelation of Christ as comprehended in the Creed 
of the Church. 

It is true, nearly all of the Church Fathers 
expressly taught that the Son of God became man 
and died on the cross to obtain forgiveness of sin 
for man. But divine forgiveness, as being freely 
bestowed, was universally restricted to sins com- 
mitted prior to Baptism. When a baptized Chris- 
tian commits sin, he must do penance. Some 
claimed that for so-called mortal sins, such as 
apostasy, murder, and adultery, there was only 
one chance for repentance, but others insisted 
that such sins could only be forgiven through the 
baptism of blood (martyrdom). 


In the West sin was looked upon as guilt; but 
in the East it was looked upon as a disease. In 
the West penance was regarded as a means to 
render satisfaction to God and thus merit forgive- 
ness; but in the East penance was viewed as a 
salutary discipline to heal the ravishes of sin. 

Here we would emphasize: BECAUSE THE 
EARLY CHURCH SOON LOST THE TRUE 
GOSPEL, IT RESTRICTED THE OPERA- 
TION OF THE HOLY SPIRIT TO THE 
SACRAMENTS. WHICH WERE REGARD- 
ED AS THE MEANS WHEREBY MAN IS 
JUSTIFIED, THIS IS THE IMPURE FOUN- 
TAIN OF SACRAMENTALISM. 


“The Church” soon adopted the false prin- 
ciple that the Sacraments by the mere external act 
infuse a quasi-material substance in man. By Bap- 
tism and the laying on of hands the Spirit of God 
is “engrafted” or “infused” into the. “substance 
of the flesh,” causing man to become “spiritual,” 
and being thus “deified,” man is immortal. 


In the West the Lord’s Supper was closely 
connected with the idea of forgiveness. It was 


first regarded as a sacrifice of thanksgiving, but 
soon became the “pure sacrifice’ to “appease 
God.” Even the idea that the celebration of the 
Lord’s Supper benefits the souls in purgatory is 
definitely taught at this time, and Cyprian (died 
253 A.D.) expressly tells us that the priest “dis- 
charges the office of Christ’? and “imitates that 
which Christ did” by offering “the blood of 
Christ,” or “the Lord’s passion,” to the father. 

But in the East the thought was gradually de- — 
veloped that by the mere external act of cating 
and drinking Christ’s Body and Blood, by a quasi- 
physical assimilation, man’s body receives the 
potencies of the resurrection. The idea undoubted- 
ly had its roots in the pagan Ancient Mysteries, 
the secret societies existing even before the time 
of Christ. It was expounded in detail by the 
Cappadocian Fathers of the fourth century, but 
traces of this thought are found already in Ire- 
naeus (180 A.D.), who originally came from the 
East, and in Ignatius of Antioch (110 A.D.), who 
was the first to speak of the Lord’s Supper as a 
“medicine of immortality.” 

That the early Church celebrated the Lord’s 
Supper on every Lord’s Day is clearly seen from 
the testimony of the Didache (110-140 A.D.), 
chap., xiv, and from the words of Justin Martyr 
(150 A.D.), Apology, I. 67. But Tertullian of 
Carthage (died about 220 A.D.), in whose writ- 
ings we find practically all the elements of Roman 
Catholic theology, tells us that the Lord’s Supper 
was celebrated daily — probably, because the 
Christians never knew when they might suffer 
martyrdom — (de orat., 19), at weddings (de 
uxor, II, 8), at the anniversary of a person’s 
death (de monog., 10; de cor. 3; de exhort. cast., 
11), and was even eaten before meals (de cor. 3; 
de uxor, II, 5). 

That is a true picture of the first two hundred 
years after the Apostles. Everywhere there was a 
false conception of the redemption of Christ and 
of the Sacraments. Must we look back to this 
age in order to find the standard of true Christian 
worship? 


The Oldest Christian Liturgy 


The Apostolic Tradition of Hippolytus (217 
A.D.) is the “model of all liturgies known to us 
from its day until now” (Lietzmann) and un- 
doubtedly forms the basis of the Antiochene, the 
St. James, the St. Basil, the St. Chrysostom, and 
other liturgies. 

According to the Apostolic Tradition (3:5) 
the bishop “as high priest” ministers day and 
night “to propitiate Thy countenance without 
ceasing” and offers “Thee the gifts of Thy holy 
Church.” Ina fragment (in Prov. ix. 1) Hippoly- 


92 THE CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 


tus tells us that the words, “She has furnished her 
table,” refer to “His honored and undefiled Body 
and Blood, which day by day are administered 


and offered sacrificially at the spiritual divine 
table.” 


Such is the conception of the Lord’s Supper 
in the earliest Christian liturgy, the model of all 
ancient liturgies. Again we ask: Must we look 
back to this un-Scriptural conception of the Lord’s 


Supper to find the standard of true Christian 
worship? 


The All-Sufficiency of Scripture 


If we would be true to the Sola Scriptura 
principle, then we must look for the standard of 
Christian worship only in the Bible and nowhere 
else. Now the Scriptural directions concerning the 
Lord’s Supper are very simple and very clear. It 
is not true, as Pastor Lindemann contends, that 
First Corinthians “gives mostly negative instruc- 
tion” and that, as Pastor Lindemann insists, 
“much of what the Apostle says in a positive way 
has little or no application to Lutherans of the 
Twentieth Century.” 


In the words of Institution, contained also in 
First Corinthians, Christ says: “Take, eat. This 
do in remembrance of Me. Take, drink. This do 
as often as ye drink it in remembrance of Me.” 
We Lutherans of the twentieth century are to 
take consecrated bread and wine and with it eat 
and drink Christ’s Body and Blood and at the 
same time remember Christ’s person and what He 
has done for us, namely, that He gave His Body 
and shed His Blood for the remission of our sins. 
I am firmly to believe that Christ has paid my 
debt of sin in full and that I am now at peace 
with God. And thus we proclaim Christ’s death, 
as St. Paul says, “As often as ye eat this bread 
and drink this cup, ye do show (or show ye) the 
Lord’s death till He come,” I Cor. 11:26. 


Scripture Does Not Say “How” Often 


Our Synodical Catechism (Ques. 311) rightly 
says, “We should receive the Lord’s Supper fre- 
quently; for St. Paul says, ‘As often as ye eat 
this bread and drink this cup.’” But Scripture 
nowhere tells us how often we are to celebrate 
and partake of the Lord’s Supper. Hence, when 
Sacramentalists insist that we must celebrate and 
partake of the Lord’s Supper at every Sunday 
morning service, we answer: THERE IS NO 
SUCH COMMAND OF GOD. To demand such 
weekly observance is “the substitution of human 
authority for the Word of God,” (called “legal- 
ism” in Speaking the Truth in Love, p. 12) —a 
process which is rightly deplored in Paragraph 
One of A Statement by the “44.” 


Unworthy Eating and Drinking 


Pastor Lindemann, Op. cit., p. 11, criticizing 
current Lutheran practice, says, “Many are con- 
cerned more with the worthiness of the communi- 
cants than with the frequency of the Sacrament.” 


That the question of worthiness is more im- 
portant than the question of frequency is clearly 
scen from the fact that Scripture expressly assigns 
guilt to unworthiness but not to infrequency. 


Pastor Lindemann (p. 81) continues, “If the 
communicants understood that no man can ever 
be worthy to eat and drink at the Lord’s Table 
and that the slightest feeling of worthiness makes 
ineligible, there would be no concern over worthi- 


ness or unworthiness.” (Our emphasis.) Please, 
re-read the last words! 


Over against this God says through the Apos- 
tle, “Wherefore whosoever shall eat this bread 
and drink this cup of the Lord unworthily shall 
be guilty of the body and blood of the Lord. But 
let a man examine himself, and so let him eat of 
that bread and drink of that cup,” I Cor. 11:27.28. 


Three False Statements 


Pastor Lindemann (p. 86) says, “Attempts to 
build the Church or the Christian congregation 
without the sacrament as the central point of all 
worship and life are doomed to failure. There is 
no surer sign that a congregation or a church 
body is dying than the failure to assign to the 
Lord’s Supper the place intended for it by our 
Lord. At the time of the Reformation the entire 
Christian world saw clearly that the Sacrament 
is the climax and supreme point of worship.” 

Here we have three statements, and all three 
of them are false. 

The first sentence, that all attempts to build 
the Church or the congregation are doomed to 
failure unless the Lord’s Supper is made the cen- 
tral point of all worship and life, is proved false 
by the whole history of the Missouri Synod which 
certainly never took that position. 

As to the second ‘assertion that there is no 
surer sign that a congregation or church body is 
dying than the failure to make the Lord’s Supper 
the chief part of Christian worship — the exact 
opposite is shown to be true by the history of the 
Episcopalian Church, the outstanding exponent of 
that brand of sacramentalism, for which Pastor 
Lindemann contends. As a pastor from the East 
reported at the last Chicago Study Club meeting 
‘as in the case of Episcopalianism, sacramental- 
ism ts emptying some of our own churches in the 
East. 
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And as to the last assertion, that at the time 
of the Reformation the entire Christian world 
regarded the Lord’s Supper as the climax and 
supreme point of worship, — that is proved false 
by the words of the Apology, in which the whole 
Lutheran Church confesses, “For of all acts of 
worship that is the greatest, most holy, most nec- 
essary, and highest, which God has required as 
the highest in the First and Second Command- 
ment, namely, to preach the Word. For the min- 
istry is the highest office in the Church. Now if 
this worship is omitted, how can there be knowl- 
edge of God, the doctrine of Christ, or the Gos- 
pel? But the chief service of God is to teach the 
Gospel.” (Triglotta, p. 327.) 


Seals of Forgiveness 


Our Catechism (Ques. 242) says that a Sac- 
rament is a sacred act “by which God offers, gives, 
and seals unto us the forgiveness of sins which 
Christ has earned for us.” Regarding the Lord’s 
Supper the Catechism (Ques. 313) says that the 
words “Given and shed for you for the re- 
mission of sins,” tells us “that in the Sacrament 
Christ gives to every communicant as a pledge of 
the remission of sins that same body and blood 
with which He earned for us the forgiveness of 
sins.” With such forgiveness, and as the result 
of such forgiveness, we receive life and salvation ; 
for, as Luther says in his Small Catechism, “where 
there is forgiveness of sins, there is also life and 
salvation.” 


Regarding this conception of the Lord’s Sup- 
per, Pastor Lindemann (p. 60) says, “we deplore 
that many Lutherans still over-emphasize this 
aspect at the expense of all others.” Again he 
says (p. 92), “To insist ... that the Sacraments 
are only seals on the Word, is the first step to- 
ward losing the Sacraments and with them the 
special blessing in the Lord’s Supper.” 


Attacking the Very Foundation of Christianity 


What according to Pastor Lindemann is the 
special blessing of the Lord’s Supper? “It is be- 
ing joined with Christ in vital union as a member 
of the human body is joined with the head. This 
Koinonia of the New Testament is effected and 
maintained by the Sacraments. God has not told 
us that: it is effected in any other way.” (P. 91.) 
“The believer becomes a member of Christ’s Body 
in the Lord’s Supper not only according to the 
soul but also according to his physical body.” 
(P. 95.) “We are dealing with a spiritual-physical 
phenomenon in the Communion of Saints, the 
whole man according to body and soul, and the 
whole Christ according to His divine and human 
nature. Since the Koinonia embraces the body, 


there is no Koinonia without bodily eating and 
drinking.” (P. 98.) 

Concerning this Dr. Pieper, Dogmatik, ITI, 
p. 133, has correctly said, “Tt is by no means an 
innocent speculation when we ascribe to the Sac- 


raments also a physical effect. We thereby get 
into the Roman camp, namely, into the teaching 


that the Sacraments are effective by merely per- 
forming the external act, without having a good 
disposition. We lose ourselves in an imparting of 
grace without the receiving hand of faith on the 
part of man. Saving grace is then no longer 
viewed as forgiveness of sins or as God’s favor 
for Christ’s sake, but as the infusion of a grace 
substance. Forgiveness of sins and faith, or what 
is the same thing, justification by faith is then 
set aside and thereby Christianity is attacked in 
its foundation, That is the reason why the Luth- 
eran Confession insists so decisively that the same 
effect of the Word and the Sacraments be ad- 
hered to, namely, the offer of God’s gracious dis- 
position and the quickening and strengthening of 
faith.” 

Sacramentalism is a mortal foe of the Gospel 
of free forgiveness for Christ’s sake. One can- 
not consistently hold to both, for they mutually 
exclude each other. If forgiveness of sin is the 
free gift of God offered and conveyed through 
the Gospel and the Sacraments, then the Sacra- 
ments cannot be anything else but seals of such 
forgiveness. To regard them as anything else is 
to make salvation dependent, not on the acceptance 
of such forgiveness by faith but on the perform- 
ance of some external act, viz., eating and drink- 
ing the Body and Blood of Christ; and then for- 
giveness is no longer free. 


Missouri Awake! 


For four generations the Gospel of free for- 
giveness for Christ’s sake has been proclaimed 
within the Missouri Synod. That is something 
unprecedented in the history of the whole Chris- 
tian Church, from the time of the Apostles to the 
present day. At no other time has the Gospel re- 
mained in all its purity at one place, among the 
same people, for such a long period of time. 

But today there is grave danger that sacra- 
mentalism will corrupt and destroy this Gospel of 
free forgiveness within the Missouri Synod. It 
did so in the post-Apostolic Church, in the Roman 
Catholic Church, in the Eastern Orthodox Church, 
and in the Episcopalian Church. And_ it will do 
so within the Missouri Synod unless God in His 
grace and mercy prevents it. 

Would to God that the members of the Mis- 
souri Synod — its officials, its professors, its pas- 
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tors, and its lay-people — would realize the dan- 
ger confronting them at this time and awaken 
from the lethargy of indifference and inaction. 


We must contend for the faith, for otherwise 
we shall lose, not only the pure Gospel, but also 
our faith and our salvation. 


Teo. Dierks, S. T. D. 


© We Look at the Heart of 
Some “Lutheran” Teaching 


An Examination of Current Lutheran 
Teachings with Regard to the 
Central Doctrine of Our 
Christian Faith 


The committee entrusted with the task of so- 
liciting contributors to the recent book, What 
Lutherans Are Thinking, (Dr. Theodore Graeb- 
ner was a member of that committee) asked each 
contributor “to write in the spirit of ecumenical 
Lutheranism.” 


The Current “Ecumenical” Movement 


Speaking of ecumenicity — the latest word for 
plain unionism — Der Lutheraner, Zeitblatt fuer 
evangelisch-lutharische Gemeinden in Deutsch- 
land, August, 1947, p. 58, says, “Our age strives 
to unite every one with every one else. It seems 
suddenly to have forgotten all that has separated 
churches and confessions throughout the cen- 
turies. ‘Ecumenicity’ (that is, world-ecclesiastic- 
ism) is the magic word with which Satan en- 
snares Christians. He conjures up before them 
the illusion of a powerful world-church, which is 
to remove all present world difficulties and thus 
establish the kingdom of God culturally pure, now 
that the Christianity of former days, which sought 
‘only to save’, is supposed to have utterly failed. 
Christians do not realize how they are thereby 
drawn into a religion,. which concerns itself 
wholly with the things of this world; how their 
Christianity is made subservient to the striving 
for power by mighty, yet very earthly forces; 
and how they are thereby cheated of their greatest 
ieee the Gospel and the age-old faith of chil- 

ren. 


Disagreement Among Lutherans in the 
Doctrine of Justification 


In the August, 1948, issue of the Confessional 
Lutheran we quoted the review of Dr. Buehring 
(A.L.C.), “Throughout its (What Lutherans Are 
Thinking) twenty-eight essays on as many dif- 
ferent subjects there runs the golden thread of 
the very central doctrine of the Lutheran Church, 
justification by grace through faith.” 


A careful examination will however show that 
the Lutherans of America do not agree even in 
the central doctrine of the Lutheran Church. 


We previously quoted the words of Dr. Jag- 
now, professor of church history at Wartburg 
Seminary on this subject. Now we would examine 
the words of Dr. Julius Bodensieck, formerly 
president of Wartburg Theological Seminary and 
teacher of Old and New Testament interpretation, 
and more recently Protestant liaison between the 
American Military Government and the Evangel- 
ical Church in Germany. We would also compare 
his words with those of Dr. Wm. Arndt, profes- 
sor of our Concordia Seminary in St. Louis. 


Missouri’s Doctrine 


Writing on “Salvation,” Dr. Arndt rightly 
says, “When the penalty for the offenses of man- 
kind had been paid on Good Friday, there range 
through the universe the divine sentence of justi- 
fication for the whole world (universal or objec- 
tive justification). ‘It is finished,’ the Savior said 
on the cross. ‘Yes, it is finished,’ the divine Mia- 
jesty said in heaven, ‘and now I bestow forgive- 
ness and righteousness on the whole earth.’ And 
that the work of obtaining forgiveness of sins 
for men was indeed finished God declared most 
gloriously and convincingly on Easter morning 
when He raised the Substitute for mankind fror 
the dead.” (What Lutherans Are Thinking, yp. 
180.) 


“The Scripture declares with one voice that, 
although forgiveness of sins has been earned for 
all, and in the Gospel is offered freely to all men, 
those only will become its beneficiaries who accept 
what God offers. God is gracious, but He deals 
with men as with moral beings; hence He does 
not force them into life or bliss against their wi]]. 
Heaven is open, but man is not driven through 
its gates. It is necessary for man to accept the 
gracious gift of God. This acceptance is the on],- 
thing necessary, but it is indeed necessary. The 
acceptance of the gift of God is of the very es_ 
sence of what Scripture calls faith... . 


“The sinner is declared righteous by God. 
Personally he is an altogether unworthy being 
but he grasps the forgiveness which God offerg 
him, and in the same moment that the sentence 
is pronounced by the divine Majesty, the guilt. 
is acquitted. When justification is viewed in thy, 
fashion, we call it subjective justification. It yw4q] 
be noted that objective or universal justification 
takes place antecedent to faith on the part of man 
It occurred when the work of Jesus was con_ 
pleted. It was declared a great fact through ty. 
resurrection of Christ. The faith of man hag 
nothing to do with it. But when the personal ap- 
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propriation of this free gift of God, or righteous- 
ness of Christ, or the forgiveness of sins, is con- 
sidered, faith does, indeed, enter into the discus- 
sion, 


“Faith does not come before us as a moral 
act. Its only role is that of a hand which takes 
what God offers. 
it. The honor and glory belong entirely to God.” 


(Ibid., 185£.) 


The Doctrine in the American Lutheran 
Church 


Dr. J. Bodensieck treats the theme, “The Per- 
son and the Work of Christ’? and mentions “his 
indebtedness to the fourth part of the unpub- 
lished Dogmatics of the late Dr. Michael Reu.” 


Dr. Bodensieck writes, “The Biblical concept 
of reconciltation is therefore this: God is the act- 
ing subject; it occurred at the time of Christ’s 
death; it took place by means of Christ’s death; 
the world is its object; it consists in a new rela- 
tionship between God and man, the relation of 
peace. Because Christ has accomplished this re- 
conciliation, He is actually called ‘our Peace.’ The 
new relationship is just as real and actual as was 
the previous wrath-relation ; it is by no means an 
imaginary concept or the result of wishful think- 
ing. It is rather a necessary consequence of the 
work of propitiation, for if our sins have been 
covered over by Christ’s blood, then the cause of 
God’s wrath has been covered over, and He no 
longer beholds that which made us His enemies, 
and the wrath-relation has been superseded by a 
new and blessed peace-relation. It is not improper 
to designate the reconciliation as ‘the justification 
of the world.’ And the expression ‘all things’ or 
‘the universe’ used by Paul in at least one perti- 
nent text may well indicate that by virtue of 
Christ’s obedience even those consequences of sin 
have been removed to which the irrational crea- 
tion, by reason of man’s sin, had been subjected. 
This was done at least in principle at the time of 
Christ’s death even though their actual, tangible 
removal will not occur before the end of time.” 


(Ibid., p. 2138.) 


Note the words “in principle.” Is this the key 
to the words, “It is not improper to designate the 
reconciliation as ‘the justification of the world’ ”? 


It is correct to say that at the time of the 
death of Christ those consequences of sin, to 
which the irrational creation is subjected by reason 
of man’s sin, were not actually, but only “in prin- 
ciple” removed. But it would be wrong to say 
that the world was not actually but only “in prin- 
ciple” justified. 


No merit whatever attaches to - 


Dr. Bodensieck says that the reconciliation is’ 
“a new relationship between God and man, the 
relation of peace... The wrath-relation has been 
superseded by a new and blessed peace-relation.” 

However, as Dr. Pieper, Christliche Dogmatik, 
Vol. II, p. 475, points out, “In these Scripture 
passages (2 Cor. 5:19; Rom. 5:18; etc.) it is not 
merely a question of a new relationship between 
God and man — this weakening of the ‘historical 
work of Christ’ is found in the entire presenta- 
tion of modern ‘positive’ theology — but these 
passages very expressly speak of an action of God 
in regard to man, namely, of the action of God 
whereby He does not impute their sins to men, 
forgives them their sins, justifies them in His 
heart. That is the meaning of the objective recon- 
ciliation as taught in 2 Cor. 5:19; Rom. 5:18.19; 
5:10; 4:25.” 


The Situation Confronting Us 


The truth expressed by Dr. Arndt, namely, 
“that objective or universal justification takes 
place antecedent to faith on the part of man; it 
occurred when the work of Jesus was completed,” 
was in former years vehemently attacked within 
the American Lutheran Church. Of late this at- 
tack has ceased. However, in 1941 our Commit- 
tee on Doctrinal Unity reported to our Synod, 
“On this action of the Detroit convention (of 
the American Lutheran Church in 1940) we wish 
to say that we regret that the statement docs not 
include a definition of objective justification such 
as was before the joint meeting of the two com- 
missions and found mutually acceptable, “That 
God has already in Christ absolved all the world 
of its sins.’” (Proceedings, 1941, p. 280.) 


Of course, according to the Statement of the 
“44” church fellowship “is possible without com- 
plete agreement in details of doctrine and practice 
which have never been considered divisive of 
church fellowship.” (P. 11.) Do the Signers of 
A Statement include also the truth of the “objec- 
tive justification” among the “details of doctrine” 
not divisive of church fellowship? 


What Is At Stake 


We must hold fast to the doctrine of the ob- 
jective reconciliation or justification in every de- 
tail. For, as Dr. Pieper pointed out, if we make 
a mistake or overlook something here, we cannot 
rectify it afterwards. 

Here is the exact point where men go off on a 
tangent and stray into the field of work-righteous- 
ness. Here is the starting-point of the age-old 
false teaching that God is reconciled and ts willing 
to forgive. JF man will fulfill a certain condition 
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(whatever that condition may be), THEN God 
will forgive. 


Scripture, however, teaches that God HAS 
once and for all in Christ forgiven all men all 
their sins. Whoever accepts this forgiveness, who- 
ever believes the gracious promises of God, has 
forgiveness of all his sins. 


Unbelief is the only sin that damns. 


Our Task 

Dr. Pieper has well said, “If we hold fast to 
the doctrine that mankind has been perfectly rec- 
onciled to God through the work and suffering 
of Christ, then there remains no room for that 
false teaching, which has appeared in so many 
different forms, that men themselves must. still 
effect their reconciliation to God, either wholly 
or in part. Then the bottom has been knocked 
out from every rationalistic, Roman, and modern- 
theological doctrine of works. The objective rec- 
onciliation of all men with God, effected through 
Christ, compels us to have a correct conception 
of the Gospel and of faith. Now the Gospel can- 
not be anything else than the proclamation and 
offer of forgiveness of sins merited by Christ, 
and saving faith cannot be anything else than the 
mere acceptance of the forgiveness of sins merited 
by Christ. The explanation attempted by ancient 
and modern false teachers, which would change 
saving faith into a human performance, human 
good behavior, etc., is immediately recognized as 
false teaching in the light of the objective recon- 
ciliation effected through Christ. On the other 
hand, if the Scriptural doctrine of the perfect 
reconciliation through Christ’s vicarious satisfac- 
tion is not comprehended or again given up, the 
rationalistic, Roman, Arminian, modern-theolog- 
ical doctrine of works follows from it wholly of 
itself. If Christ did not at all render satisfaction 
for men, or only in part, then it is necessary for 
men to do what Christ has failed to do. Then it 
is merely a question yet of the quantity or the 
outward form of work-righteousness.” (Christ- 
liche Dogmatik, Vol. II, p. 414f.) 


Will the Desired Objective Be Realized? 


If we are to achieve true Scriptural unity with 
the American Lutheran Church and with all other 
Lutheran bodies, then we must, and above all, 
also have complete agreement in the central doc- 
trine of the Lutheran Church, justification by 
grace through faith. Such agreement, unfortu- 
nately, does not yet exist. It still remains to be 
attained. That it may be achieved is an end sin- 
cerely and devoutly to be hoped for. It can be 
achieved only through humble submission to God’s 
Word. In our endeavor toward true unity we 


shall always evangelically operate with that Word, 
and with that Word alone. It is the only way 
to true unity. : 


Tuo. Dierks, S. T. D. 


@ Shall We Learn From Others? 


A Brief Characterization of 
The Danish Evangelical Lutheran Church 
of America 


History, Statistics, and 
General Characterization 


The Danish Evangelical Lutheran Church of 
America first of all places emphasis on the 
“Danish” in its name. Contact with the old home- 
land in Europe, including its state church, are 
regarded as important to its life, and Danish in- 
fluence and feeling are a strong factor in holding 
this church together. The President’s Report, 
1947, takes deeply sympathetic note of the pass- 
ing of King Christian and pays tribute to the 
new king and queen. It states: “Danish customs 
and culture have a great influence and in a 
religious sense, I venture to maintain, that our 
congregations are deeply imbedded in Danish 
Christianity.” Numerous current exchanges of 
visits between members, both clerical and lay, ot 
the respective churches in Denmark and America 
are listed. 

Organized in 1878, the Danish Evangelical 
Lutheran Church of America has to this day 
remained one of the comparatively smaller and 
perhaps lesser known Lutheran synods in our 
country. As of 1947, it claims 55 ministers, 
serving 82 churches, of which 32 are urban and 
50 rural, with a total membership as follows: 
7,167 contributing, 11,271 voting, 14,372 con- 
firmed, and 19,588 baptized. Its headquarters are 
at Des Moines, Iowa, where its educational insti- 


tutions, Grandview College and Theological 
Seminary, are located. Its official organ 15 


Lutheran Tidings. It has no publishing house of 
its own, but seems to make use of the publication 
facilities of the (Danish) “United Evangelical 
Lutheran Church,” known as the Lutheran Pub- 
lishing House, at Blair, Nebraska. 


Doctrinal Status 


From the President’s Report to the Seventieth 
Annual Convention of the Danish Evangelical 
Lutheran Church, 1947, we have culled the fol- 
lowing remarks on the “State of the Synod” as 
descriptive of the Spirit that dominates this tel- 
lowship: “It is especially gratifying according 
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to my views that the broadness and spaciousness 
with respect to tolerating and encompassing vary- 
ing, even clashing viewpoints theologically and 
philosophically are still with us. We have within 
the ranks of the ministry exponents of widely 
divergent viewpoints and the lay people carry 
with them similar characteristics. This inclusive- 
ness according to my judgment has been char- 
acteristic of the Danish Church since its start 70 
years ago. Clearly defined boundaries have been 
avoided. Our constitution may lack in concise- 
ness, but for that very reason emphasizes the 
main Christian contribution: God’s action in 
saving men through the Means of Grace... . 
There are those who complain about the character 
of the preaching we have in our synod. To me 
it is impossible to generalize, since our well known 
independence of mind allows each minister to 
preach according to his particular light. I feel 
that as a whole the gospel of Jesus Christ for the 
salvation of sinners is being preached effectively 
in our synod, according to the various convictions 
and abilities of the preachers.” (P. 5.) 


Practice 


Woman suffrage prevails, both within focal 
congregations, and as regards representation by 
delegates at synodical conventions. At the 1947 
convention of the synod, 55 of the lay delegates 
were men; 70 were women. Of the 25 delegates 
from Iowa, 16 were women and 9 were men, 


Outlook 


Scanning the field of the Danish Evangelical 
Lutheran Church of America, its President said 
in 1947; “T can point out that no less than 13 of 
the 82 churches we are serving are so small and 
served so inadequately and working so haltingly 
that the future seems very much in doubt.” 
“Some of the smaller churches facing the issuing 
of new calls or the necessity to raise their min- 
ister’s salary in order to keep him from moving 
now have a hard time to make it.” “A look at 
the statistician’s report should convince us that 
somehow, our Sunday Schools are sadly depleted 
of pupils and our summer vacation schools like- 
wise. 


Our Own Conclusion 


Certainly, all of the above, painted by the 
President himself of the Danish Evangelical 
Lutheran Church, does not present a very bright 
picture of that church as the net result of 70 
years’ work. What is the explanation? We be- 
lieve President Alfred Jensen himself indicated 
this ina significant remark which he dropped 
during the course of his report, when he said: 


“Being inclusive and broadminded does not assure 
Christian growth.” No doubt, like Caiaphas of 
old, he did not speak this of himself; and surely, 
no truer word of “prophecy” could ever be spoken. 


A question that must force itself on everyone 
who contemplates such a situation is: Why will 
such as profess themselves Lutheran not desist 
from their destructive “broadmindedness” which 
causes and perpetuates division and offense con- 
trary to the doctrine which we have learned, and 
makes true unity impossible? Why will they not 
be prevailed upon to turn to that which alone 
can make for Christian growth and true, confes- 
sional unity — the acceptance of the whole truth 
and the rejection of all error? Why will they not 
join us in endeavoring to establish one orthodox 
Lutheran Church in America and throughout the 
world? 

Certainly, here again is convincing proof that 
it is in the latter direction that all of our endeavors 
must continue to lie and to which all of our 
energies and resources must remain bent. 

P. H. Burcporr, 


© Cooperation in Externals? — 
A Liberal Testimony 


In the American Lutheran of May, 1949, in 
the column “While It Is Day,” Dr. O. A. Geise- 
man, one of the editors of this liberal journal, 
set himself the task of reassuring those who think 
“St can’t happen in Missouri” “that our church 
now is cooperating and for a long time past has 
cooperated with various religious agencies which 
in no sense of the term could he said to be identi- 
fied with the full doctrinal position of the Mis- 
souri Synod. What is more, this cooperation has 
applied not only to so-called externals.” Under 
the heading of “Bad Boll” the well known “theo- 
logische Begegnung” mectings of 1948 in Germany 
are adduced as an example to prove the author's 
contention. Says he: “Last summer officially ap- 
pointed representatives of our church met for a 
number of weeks with representatives drawn from 
various Lutheran Churches in Germany. The 
meetings were held for the purpose of discussing 
important doctrinal truths. Each day was opened 
and closed with devotional services. The privilege 
of leadership in these services was shared equally 
between representatives of our church and of the 


German Churches. When we meet with Christians. 


from other Church bodies not affiliated with our 
Synod to pray with them and to worship with 
them one can scarcely say that this is in the area 
of ‘externals.’ ” 
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If anyone has been under any delusion about. 


this matter, which concerns the very life of- our 
church, Dr. Geiseman and the American Luiheran 
have here served notice that there ought to be a 
rude awakening. For the reader is here again 
told what liberals in the Missouri Synod really 
want and what they insist has ‘already been 
achieved in no small measure while not a few 
Missourians continue to be deceived by the slogan 


“cooperation in externals,” — which liberals al- 


ways use as long as this is convenient, but from 
which they go on to “joint prayer,” “joint wor- 
ship,” and “joint work,” until the unwary find 
that they have been tricked into complete fellow- 
ship relations with the heterodox, whom Holy 
Scripture tells us to avoid. 


If there should be any such as are for any 
reason disinclined to listen to the voice of con- 
fessional Lutheranism as it testifies to the facts 
by which-we are confronted, will they not listen 
to the testimony of liberals to the same facts? 


In churches other than ours liberalism ran its 
natural course largely because of the indifference, 
unawareness, or lack of a proper sense of the 
urgency of the situation confronting them on the 
part of so many of their members. If we would, 
under God, avoid a similar pitfall and a similar 
pitiful fate, then let there be a general awakening 
throughout the Missouri Synod as to what is hap- 
pening in our midst, and a concerted protest and 
effective action against it. 


May there be none among us who, looking 
back upon what has happened and examining him- 
self as to his own testimony with regard to the 
situation, may have to rebuke himself regretfully 
but vainly with the self-accusation: “Too little 
and too late!” 


P. H. Burevorr. 


ON THE UNION FRONT 


False teaching has not ceased within the bodies 
affiliated in the National Lutheran Council. In 


general it is the same century — old errors which 
still linger on. 


Infallible Book 


The Lutheran, organ of the United Lutheran 
Church, publishes a book review in its issues of 
May, 18, 1949, p. 34-35. The book is “The Doc- 
trine of the Word of God” by Sittler, a Lutheran. 
The book is approved. The reviewer says, among 
other things: “The traditional positions taken by 


liberals and fundamentalists have become sterile 


and untenable, and the Neo-orthodox have not 
succeeded in clarifying their attitude to the Bible 

. the old scholastic method was adopted to 
combat the adversaries. In contrast to the at- 
thority of an infallible church the Orthodox theo- 
logians placed an infallible hook whose authority 
was fortified by a doctrine of verbal inspiration.” 

That the reviewer does not accept Verbal In- 
spiration in any sense of the term is demonstrated 
by his closing sentences: “The author has shown, 
however, the way in which this problem must be 
attacked. If we perceive clearly the historical 
forces which have helped to determine the doc- 
trinal formulation, we shall be in a better position 
to arrive at a vital and evangelical conception of 
the Word of God.” 


Missouri “Errs” on Inspiration 


The Lutheran Herald, organ of the [van- 
gelical Lutheran Church (Norwegian merger), in 
its issue of June 14, 1949, p. 592, calls attention 
“to a carefully reasoned letter appearing in the 
Correspondence column of this issue.” We quote 
a few things from the letters: 


“T believe that Sittler and Kantonen err to the 
left in their eagerness to break the scholastic grip 
of orthodoxy over much of Lutheran thought re- 
garding the relation between the Holy Scriptures 
and the Word of God. In like manner I believe 
that the Missourian position errs to the right in 
its eagerness to preserve the divine authority of 
Scripture... .” 

“Luther’s position at Marburg where he 
stressed the words, ‘This is my body,’ was not So 
much a defense of the words of the Bible, .. . 
as it was a tenacious grip on the doctrine of the 
Incarnation, . That is what Luther meant 
when he refused to shake hands with Zwingli and 
said, ‘You have another spirit.’ Luther held to a 
doctrine of the real presence of Christ in, with, 
and under earthly elements. There was a holy 
communion between heaven and earth, between 
Christ and bread and wine.” 


Missouri’s Old Heresy 


The letter continues, “Today the old heresies 
are appearing in the doctrine of the Word. . . - 
Missouri leans toward Monophysitism with regard 
to the Word of God. .”’ The Missourians 
“make the Monophysite error of transubstantiat- 
ing the human scriptures into the divine Word of 
God.” (P. 608.) The letter is signed by E. Clif 
ford Nelson. The official yearbook of the “Evan- 
gelical Lutheran Church” lists Rev. E, C. Nelson, 
Minneapolis, as a minister of that church. 
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Neo — Iowan Doctrine of Conversion 


The Lutheran Standard, organ of the Ameri- 
can Lutheran Church, in its issue of May 21, 1949, 
p. 3, brings an article by Pastor Emch, in which 
the latter declares: “The Spirit of God must 
quicken man to newness of life. This He does 
through Word and Sacrament which work faith 
in Christ if these means of grace are not wilfully 
resisted.” In the last clause we have a clear and 
plain reference to the Iowan (now A.L.C.) er- 
ror, according to which there is a two-fold re- 
sistance to the Spirit’s activity (through Word 
and Sacrament) in conversion. There is supposed 
to be a difference in unconverted man. One re- 
sists merely “naturally”; the other resists “wil- 
fully.” One is not quite as bad as another. This 
is Iowa’s false doctrine regarding unconverted 
man. But cp. Rom. 3, 22-23: “There is no dif- 
ference, for all have sinned.” 

Note the conditional “if? in the quoted sen- 
tence. It is falsely taught that the Holy Spirit 
cannot overcome the “wilful” resistance. 

The next, and final, sentence in Pastor Emch’s 
article reads: “Thus while man can by his natural 
powers and evil will resist the saving grace of 
God he can and does accept that proffered grace 
only by means of powers which that divine grace 
bestows upon him.” Here we have the Iowan 
story of the overcoming of a man’s mere “natural” 
resistance to the Spirit, in Latermannian terms. 
Cp. Mueller, Christian Dogmatics, pp. 357, 360. 


The Bible makes no distinction between “natu- 
ral” and “wilful” resistance to the Spirit. Human 
resistance to God’s Spirit is natural and at the 
same time wilful. This applies to the flesh of all 
alike. The Holy Spirit can and does overcome 
man’s resistance to conversion when and where 
He wills. 


Chiliastic Interpretation 


Concerning Rom. 11, 26, The Lutheran of 
June 22, 1949, p. 30, in its Bible study feature, 
says :,“At first only a remnant of Israel believes, 
but when the Gentiles shall all have come in, then 
‘all Israel shall be saved’ (verse 26). Both, of 
course, think of social groups, not of each indi- 
vidual within them. But surely. ‘all Israel’ means 
much more than the ‘spiritual Israel’ or the ‘elect 
remnant’ spoken of earlier.” 

Suffice it to say that Romans 11, 26 does not 
read “Then all ‘Israet ‘shall be saved,” but “so all 


Israel shall bé saved:” ae eas 


“Phere will be no general conversion, a con- 


version en masse, of. the. Jewish -nation,-Romans -. 


11,7; 2 Cor, 3,14; Rom. 11, 25'¢1 Phdss.-2'16.” 


Brief Statement of Doctrinal Position of the Mis- 
sourt Synod., Par. 42. 


Free to Join a Lodge 


One of the Editors of The Lutheran answers a 
letter to the “Personal Problem Clinic” concern- 
ing the lodge question. His advice begins: “Some 
Lutheran bodies take a strong position against 
lodges—-a matter of deep regret to numerous 
other Lutherans. The writer has never been a 
member of any lodge, but not on any conviction 
— simply because life has been filled to overflow- 
ing with many other worthy interests and activi- 
ties. Everyone deserves to be free to join or not 
to join, as he may determine, and not according 
to dictation from any official body or pastor. But 
all Lutherans do not agree on this point.” (Nov. 
24, 1948, p. 31.) 


See John 5, 23; 2 Cor. 6, 14-18. 


Denial of Doctrine of the Antichrist 


Dr. E. Gomann, professor at the Lutheran 
Seminary at Saskatoon, Canada, does not believe 
the Lutheran Confessions are right in calling the 
Pope the Antichrist. He concludes his remarks 
on the subject, in the Lutheran Outlook, Nov. 
1948, p. 327, with the sentence: “the most that 
can be said is that the papacy, so far as it has 
persecuted the true Church, is a type of Anti- 
christ.” 


The Saskatoon Seminary is conducted jointly 
by several bodies of the National Lutheran Coun- 
cil... 


“Casual” Theory of Inspiration? 


“Tt is necessary to read all four Gospels to 
see the entire picture of the crucifixion. There are 
minor differences but one account. . . . Jesus 
may well have been reciting passages from the 
Psalms, particularly the 22nd, during the three 
hours he was on the cross. Certain quotations as 
well as particular sayings would have impressed 
themselves on the disciples and so found their way 
into the record.” From a Bible study in The 
Lutheran, Aug. 18, 1948, p. 27. 

A. V. Kuster, B. D. 


© Review of Publications 


The Practical Use of the Greek New Testa- 
ment. Kenneth S. Wuest, Instructor in N.T. 
Greek, the Moody Bible Institute. Moody 
Press, Chicago. 128 pages, 5% x 7%. Price 
$2.00. 


If any pastor has laid aside his Greek New. 
Testament because of the bugaboo that a profitable , 


y, 
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working knowledge of it (particularly also for 
his preaching) means the uncanny ability to give, 
right off, all of the intricacies of tense, mood, ete. 
of each word and phrase, any one of Kenneth 
Wuest’s numerous little books in this field will 
serve excellently to disabuse such a one of that 
fearful spectre. During the last several years 
Mr. Wuest has written no Jess than half a score 
of such volumes, and there scems to be a constant 
demand for more of their kind. This is readily 
understandable. For, Mr. Wuest’s books are 
stimulating and eminently practical and usable by 
the average pastor. He has a happy facility. for 
making things both plain and simple and directly 
usable. Many a passage in his books will be in- 
dexed for ready reference. Examples illustrating 
what we mean to say are so numerous that we 
hesitate to begin picking out any one of them. 

The above is also true of the present volume, 
which is the most recent in the series of publica- 
tions by Mr. Wuest. It will be read with interest 
and profit by every pastor who purchases a copy 
of it. : 

Unfortunately, Mr. Wuest’s productions are 
marred by several serious faults. Among these 
are the rejection of baptismal regeneration (pp. 
31, 61, 62 (96f, 140f), and the false teaching of a 
millennium (pp. 20f, 71, 82). In his discussion 
of Jude 6.7 the dilemma which he has falsely con- 
structed (pp. 31-35) must be rejected, by which 
he mistakenly contends that “one will have to 
accept the’ fact of the angels committing fornica- 
tion, repugnant and unexplainable as it is.” We 
reject the Reformed use of an “unsaved man” 
and an “unsaved humanity” with its false impli- 
cations, which is found on p. 149 and elsewhere 
in this book. And finally, we do not believe that 
it should be said, as it is said on p. 139, that “the 
Authorized Version contradicts itself” in Phil. 3, 


-12. 15; we rather believe that “the only right 


procedure” concerning the explanation of the 
translation of the A. V, at this place is that which 
the author himself describes as such on the same 
page. 

Despite such serious blemishes, a wise, dis- 
criminating pastor will find a place for this and 
other books by Kenneth S. Wuest on his shelves 
and keep them within ready reach for frequent 
use, P, H. Bureporr. 


@® The One Great Need 
of the Church 


A Reflection on Polemics 
in Our Generation 
““TIn modern theology polemics has been well- 
nigh abandoned. It. is not probable, that 
polemics will be much. cultivated in this genera- 


tion; for there is a remarkable lack of enthusiasm 
for the differences between the religious bodies 
among scholars really competent to distinguish 
them properly and to maintain them.’ (Charles 
A. Briggs,* Theological Symbolics, p. 19f.) And 
in our generation, owing to the ever-increasing 
dominance of the unionistic spirit, this situation 
has been most seriously aggravated. The terms 
false teaching, heterodoxy, heresy, false teacher, 
heretic, errorist, sectarian, are today obsolescent. 
Writers on symbolics are asked to leave out con- 
troversial matters, to cease ‘waving the denomina- 
tional flag.’ If they dare to deal with false doc- 
trine as false doctrine, they are accused of foster- 
ing exclusiveness, sectarianism, a bigoted, phara- 
saic, loveless Christianity. But in spite of the 
popular disfavor to be expected, Lutheran con- 
fessionalism cannot do otherwise than present the 
pure doctrine as the one great need of the Church, 
bring it to the attention of those who know it not, 
and combat false doctrine wherever it appears. 
... Comparative symbolics of the Scriptural, un- 
compromising kind cannot but perpetuate the 
terms false teaching, heretic, sect. It does not 
aim to perpetuate the disunion in the Church. It 
aims to bring about a real union, a union in the 
truth; and that can be effected only by rejecting, 
banning, and interdicting that which causes the 
disunion ——- false doctrine. Comparative symbolics 
of the Scriptural kind is therefore outspokenly 
and vehemently antiunionistic. In no other way 
can the true spiritual interest of the Church be 
served.” —- Popular Symbolics, by. Th. Engelder, 
W. Arndt, Th. Graebner, F. E. Mayer, p. t-v. 


* A liberal, — Edit. 


What Our Readers Say 


“We do not want to miss a copy of your 
valuable paper.’ Pastor, Oklahoma. 


“Thank God we have that paper! Let the 


good work go on!” Pastor, Mid-West. 

“Your courageous, clear, convincing articles 
in the Confessional Lutheran are ever read with 
gratitude to the Lord. May He bless you with 
continued strength and health!” Pastor, D. D., 
Illinois. 


THE “LUTHERAN WITNESS” MUST 
BE RESTORED AS THE VOICE OF 
THE MISSOURI SYNOD 
THE ERRORS OF SIGNERS OF 
THE “STATEMENT” OF THE “44” 

MUST BE REJECTED 


EVANGELICAL DISCIPLINE MUST PREVAIL 
WITHIN THE MISSOURI SYNOD . 
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he heard the shrieks of the dying as his palace 
broke into flames and the city was taken. 
This city came to be known as the one that 


© Destroyed by Silence 


There is an ancient city the epitaph of which 
is written in the words Deleta Silentia, — “De- 


stroyed by Silence!” 

The legend surrounding this strange epitaph 
says that its prince, who had once been alarmed 
without cause, gave orders that in the future no 
evil tidings were ever again to be brought to him, 
on pain of death. He spent his time together with 
his friends in days of ease and in nights of 
revelry. Although a dangerous foe approached 
the city, the sentinel dared not sound a warning. 
The prince was not awakened to the danger until 


had been “destroyed by silence.” 

Churches, too, can be destroyed by silence, 
Indeed, this has happened again and again, the 
most classic example being the destruction 
wrought by the great papal Antichrist during the 
middle ages, when deathly silence over against 
almost any and every error reigned supreme. It 
can happen also to your church. No church, and 
that includes the Missouri Synod, could possibly 
hope to prove an exception to an inexorable rule 
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of history, and to the sad fate which has engulfed 
so many other churches, if a false demand for 
silence should have its way in its midst when 
destructive forces are abroad threatening its very 
life and continued existence. But this need not 
happen, and it will not happen to your church, 
if, fearing God more than men, you will help to 
make sure that there be no such silence, — even 
though it be demanded by the highest “authority” 
within your church. 


Let it never be said that because of a mistaken 
submission on your part to a principle which is as 
fatal as it is false there should ever be written 
over your church the epitaph “Destroyed by 
Silence !” 


P. H. Burcvorr. 


- that was ever written.” 


© Clear Scripture and 
Private Interpretation 


The Lutheran Witness in its issue of June 28 
highly lauds a passage taken from Dean Farrar’s 
History of Interpretation. Farrar in this quota- 
tion commends Luther as a champion of private 
judgment. He thinks that Luther, although against 
his own inclination, yet in a manly and consistent 
way, granted to his opponents, such as Zwingli, 
the Anabaptists, Erasmus, and others the right 
to their own interpretation of the Scriptures. 
“Luther, like a true man, held fast to the claim of 
Christian liberty. He preferred the hurricane of 
controversy to the stagnation of enforced uni- 
formity, and the pestilence of authoritative error.” 
This rather confused and confusing presentation 
of Luther’s position in the question of private 
interpretation is appraised by the Lutheran Wit- 
ness as an “excellent tribute to Martin Luther as 
the defender of the right of private judgment of 
Holy Writ.” 


But there are a few principles, well known 
among us, which Luther in his writings stresses 
over and over again and which are completely 
ignored in Farrar’s presentation: 1. The Holy 
Scriptures are clear, in fact “the clearest book 
All doctrines which they 
reveal are somewhere set forth in plain simple 
words which may be understood without interpre- 
tation. 2. Every statement of the Scriptures must 
be understood in the literal sense which the words 
convey, wszless Scripture itself indicates some 
other meaning. 3. No theologian and no Chris- 
tian has the right to interpret a clear text contrary 
to the sense which the plain words convey. 4. 
Passages which are not clear to us and seem hard 
to be understood should be left alone for the time 
being, or if interpreted, they must be interpreted 
in accordance with clear texts. In other words, 
Holy Writ is its own interpreter. 5, Every doc- 
trine must be based on, and proved by, clear 
Scripture, never interpretation of Scripture. 


Wherever these principles are faithfully and 
consistently observed and followed, Christians will 


“never find in the Bible contradictory teachings, 


but they will be united in one and the same 
TRUTH. Whoever conscientiously uses the 
Scriptures according to these rules, which are 
themselves Scriptural, will find that the doctrines 
set forth in the Confessional Writings of the 
Lutheran Church are taken from clear Scripture. 
Never has a doctrine set forth in our Confessional 
Writings been refuted by Scripture. 

Hence, for true Lutherans, the alternative can 
never be as Farrar thinks: Either the stagnation 
of enforced uniformity and a merely nominal 
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unity, or: private interpretation of the Bible con- 
nected with fierce controversies. The ‘alternative 
is rather this: Either voluntary submission to 
clear Scripture which makes for doctrinal unity 
and harmony in the Church, or: Various private 
interpretations and disregard of clear Scripture 
which will cause doctrinal disunity and manifold 
divisions in the Church. 


Irrefutable proof of the fact that such volun- 
tary unity on the basis of Scripture and the Lu- 
theran Confessions is possible is the history of 
the Missouri Synod. The unity which has obtained 
for about a century in our synod was not “the 
stagnation of enforced uniformity,” but it was 
the fruit of general sincere acceptance of Luther’s 
principles regarding clear Scripture as correct and 
Scriptural. On the other hand, disunity in doc- 
trine and in practice, and resulting divisions with- 
in the visible Church, have always been the fruit 
of private interpretations by such as have dis- 
regarded the above stated principles. 

The objection may be raised that even in the 
Missouri Synod the long enjoyed unity has begun 
to waver; that the Statement of the “44” shows 
that certain principles of the American Lutheran 
Church and of the United Lutheran Church 
which were in former years rejected by Missouri 
have begun to gain recognition among leading men 
of the synod. This cannot be denied However, 
it does not disprove, but rather substantiates our 
contention. For in the Statement of the “44” a 
different principle, which they call “sound exe- 
gesis,” is substituted for the principle of clear 
Scripture. The various “interpretations” of the 
clear text Rom. 16, 17. 18 which are nowadays 
substituted for simple acceptance of the words 
as they read are a case in point. True, sound 
exegesis has its legitimate place in theology. But 
the principle remains true that all doctrine must 
not be based on exegesis, but on clear Scripture 
itself. In his tireless endeavor for one truly 
united Church Luther never granted to Zwingli 
the right to interpret the clear words of the insti- 
tution of the Lord’s Supper as it seemed good to 
him. On the contrary he always insisted on it 
that Zwingli was in duty bound to take the words 
of institution as they stand unless he were able 
to prove from Scripture itself that they must be 
taken in a figurative sense, which Zwingli was 
never able to do. And for this very reason, 
because Zwingli refused to accept clear Scripture, 
Luther refused to him the hand of fraternal fel- 
lowship. So far was Luther from granting to 
Zwingli the right of private interpretation in 
the Church. 

As to the right of Christians to judge doctrine, 
this must not be falsely confounded with judging 
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Scripture or interpreting the Scriptures. ln the 
Church of Rome the Bible has been declared to 
be a dark book and the source of all kinds of 
heresy. Christians have been denied the right 
of judging the doctrine which they are taught. 
They have been told that it is their sacred duty 
to accept in blind obedience the interpretations 
of the Bible which the pope and his minions 
thrust upon them. The specific Roman Catholic 
doctrines are not based on Scripture, but on false 
interpretations of the Scripture and on tradition. 
At the same time the slightest doubt on the part 
of Christians as to the truth of the prevalent 
teaching has been declared to be a deadly sin. In 
this manner Christians have been kept in constant 
slavish fear lest they commit a mortal sin by 
questioning the truth of a dogma taught by the 
Church of Rome. This is indeed “the pestilence 
of authoritative error” and “stagnation of en- 
forced uniformity.” 

Over against this infamous tyranny Luther 
maintained that not only all teaching of the 
Church must be based on clear Scripture and be 
proved by clear Scripture, but that also every 
Christian has the right to judge whether or not 
the doctrine which he is taught agrees with Scrip- 
ture. It is for this purpose that God has laid His 
Word into the hands of Christians, so that they 
may read, search, and study it, lest they be de- 
ceived by interpretations of false prophets. It 
is selfevident that Christians who are not at all 
acquainted with the Scriptures are. not able to use 
this right in the proper manner. This inability 
of many Christians, which is their own fault, is 
a cause of the present great distress and disunity 
in the Church. Numerous false prophets succeed 
in misleading many thousands of Christians into 
false, soul-destroying error and in. splitting the 
visible Church into many disagreeing and even 
hostile camps because many Christians are not 
able or not willing to use the touchstone which 
God has laid into their hands. 

Finally, what has Christian liberty to do with 
all of this? Does Christian liberty really include 
the right of Christians to interpret the Bible as 
it seems good to them? Has Luther ever asserted 
the right of such private judgment? Christian 
liberty means that Christ has freed us not only 
from the Jewish ceremonial law, not only from 
the curse of the moral law, from the punishment 
and dominion of sin, but also from all human 
authority in matters of Christian faith and life. 
Christians are subject to Christ only, and He rules 
them through His Word which we have in the 
Holy Scriptures. Christian liberty docs not 
exclude, but includes, submission of a Christian 
to every word of the Scriptures. Such submission 
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would amount to hollow mockery as soon as we 
would deny the fact that the will of Christ 
regarding the faith and life of Christians is 
clearly revealed in His Word. Christ’s will 
regarding that which Christians are to believe 
and to do is so clearly revealed in His Word that 
every Christian who sincerely seeks truth without 
any additional purpose of his own may ascertain 
the revealed truth and be sure of the Scriptures. 
Clear Scripture itself decides all questions which 
may arise regarding the faith and life of Chris- 
tians. 

We cannot agree, therefore, with the Lutheran 
Witness that it is “an excellent tribute of Martin 
Luther as the defender of the right of private 
judgment of Holy Writ” when the false impres- 
sion is created as though Luther conceded to all 
false teachers of his time, such as Zwingli, the 
Anabaptists, Erasmus, and others the right of 
their private interpretations of Scripture in the 
Church. The few grains of truth contained in 
the quotation from Farrar do not serve to clear 
up the matter, but merely to help mislead and 
confuse inexperienced readers. 

Is Luther now being falsely presented to the 
students of our St. Louis Seminary as a champion 
of private interpretation of the Seriptures? 

J. BUENGER. 


@® Romans 2:14-16 as a 
Way of Salvation 


Those of us who may have supposed that the 
salvation by character of “noble souls” among the 
heathen was a speculation confined to Dr. Reu’s 
mimeographed “Dogmatics” and the classes in 
which it is used (pages 387 and 388 of the 1945 
edition) should look at “The Layman’s Quill” in 
Lutheran Standard of September 4, October 9, 
and October 16, 1948. Here two women and a 
layman undertake to teach the church that there 
is salvation without the Gospel for those who 
have not heard it, that is, for “those of them whom 
God knows to be open to His grace,” on the 
basis of conscientious conformity to their natural 
knowledge of the law and on the basis of their 
inborn capacity for grace. 

__[ach of the three articles makes a somewhat 
different approach to the same conclusion. In the 
September 4 contribution we read: “Jesus does 
say in one place when discussing the Pharisces, 
that where there is no law there is no sin.” This 
Inaccurate quotation is apparently a fusion of 
Romans 4:15b, John 15:22, and John 9:41. 
Romans 4: 15h states that “where there is no law 
there is no transgression,” which is very different 
from saying: “where there is no law there is no 
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sin”; for that there is sin, and damning sin, also 
where there is no revealed law but only the natural 
knowledge of the law written in the hearts of 
all men, is evident from Romans 2:12: “as many 
as have sinned without law shall also perish with- 
out law.” In John 15:22 (cf. verse 24): “Tf 
IT had not come and spoken unto them, they had 
not had sin,” both the immediate context and the 
analogy of faith indicate that the sin which they 
would not have had was simply the sin against 
the wonderful revelation of Himself which Jesus 
had granted to them, and not at all that in the 
absence of this revelation they would have been 
sinless, These same considerations apply to John 
9:41, which is the passage evidently uppermost 
in the mind of the writer in the September 4 
Standard, as the surrounding circumstances and 
the’ context to which she refers (“He also said 
because the Pharisees claimed to see that it made 
their sin all the worse”) belong to this passage. 
The same writer states the Mission obligation in 
the words: “the quicker more of us get under 
the load and do our share, the quicker Christ can 
come back and set up His kingdom of love and 
righteousness,” which seem to indicate some kind 
of millennial belief rather than to refer to the 
Lord’s return to judge the quick and the dead. 

The contributor to the October 9 Lutheran 
Standard quotes (accurately) the passage referred 
to in the title of the present article, and then she 
states: “It is my belief that on the judgment day 
those who have not had the opportunity to hear 
the gospel of Christ will either be excused or 
accused by their conscience.” This is salvation 
by works with a vengeance! The passage deals 
with the law, specifically with the distinction be~- 
tween the natural and revealed knowledge of the 
law, and contains no Gospel promise, though the 
Gospel is of course mentioned in its closing words. 
Tf it reveals a way of salvation for anyone, then 
the Gospel is abolished for everyone! The Holy 
Spirit inspires the apostle to reveal the way 
of salvation, not through the Law in Romans 2, 
but through the Gospel in Romans 3:28: “There- 
fore we conclude that a man is justified by faith 
without the deeds of the law.” 

Another contributor to the “Layman’s Quill” 
in the October 9 issue of the Standard contributes 
a reverie on “childhood’s essential innocence and 
its innate sin: the two Christian doctrines hardest 
to reconcile when brought together,’ which is not 
intended to stand in any connection with the 
discussion of “those unreached: heathen,’ but 
nevertheless shows the same confusion of thought 
revealed in the contribution under that title which 
appeared a week later (October 16) and brought 
to a conclusion the trilogy on that subject. [t 1s 
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not surprising that the meditative layman finds 
these “two Christian doctrines” hard to reconcile. 
We are content to leave unsolved apparent logical 
contradictions between doctrines revealed in 
Scripture. The trouble in this case is that the 
first so-called “Christian doctrine” is not revealed 
in Scripture, while the second is. 

The last contribution on the subject appears 
in the “Layman’s Quill” of the October 16 Lu- 
theran Standard. This layman, referring back to 
the article of September 4, approaches the same 
conclusion from the standpoint of God’s fore- 
knowledge of an inherent difference among 
heathen and unbaptized children, an opinion which 
he claims to be “the result of careful and prayer- 
ful study of God’s Word, the Bible.” “My estima- 
tion of God’s love and mercy is such that I hope 
and feel that He, who knows all things, knows 
who will and who will not accept His grace if 
offered him, and that He will deal with the un- 
reached heathen accordingly. And this is my faith 
concerning also infants who die unbaptized.” We 
are not here discussing the salvation of unbaptized 
infants, nor Goa’s ability to confer faith without 
the appointed means of grace if He will; but this 
writer in the Lutheran Standard connects his hope 
for unbaptized infants directly with their own 
natural condition, their being “open to His grace.” 
He maintains that certain people are by nature 
“open to His grace,” and that God knows these 
people “will accept His grace if offered” them, 
and that these people will be saved either with or 
without the means of grace. God’s Word, the 
Bible, teaches, on the contrary, that “faith cometh 
by hearing, and hearing by the Word of God” 
(Romans 10:17), not by a natural ‘capacity for 
grace independent of the means of grace. 

We are truly sorry to see how effectively the 
old Madison Agreement teaching of “man’s feel- 
ing of responsibility over against the acceptance 
or rejection of grace” has led even beyond this 
synergism to the position of Ulrich Zwingli on 
the salvation of “noble heathen” and of children 
without faith (see Meusel’s Kirchliches Hand- 
lexikon, volume 7, page 405) and that of Eras- 
mus of Rotterdam on “facultas se applicandi ad 
gratiam” (the faculty to apply oneself to grace) 
within the American Lutheran Conference. Thank 
God for the undiluted Gospel and its safeguards 
in Acts 4:12 and Mark 16:16! 

As to the true teaching of the inspired words 
of Romans 2: 14-16, our Lord instructs us in 
Luke 12:47, 48. And Romans 2 shows us that 
“he that knew not” in Luke 12 is not in absolute 
but in relative ignorance, since there is a natural 
knowledge of the Law, sufficient to conclude “all 
under sin” (Romans 3:9, 10; Galatians 3:22), 
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so that “as many as have sinned without law shall 
also perish without law: and as many as have 
sinned in the law shall be judged by the law” 
(Romans 2:12), but not offering a way of salva- 
tion, for “by the deeds of the law there shall no 
flesh be justified’ (Romans 3:20). Thus 
Seripture interprets Scripture. 

The most disturbing feature of the whole 
affair is that such unscriptural views are printed 
in an official periodical bearing the Lutheran 
name, and apparently no editorial correction has 
been found necessary. But correction of the 
errors promulgated in “The Layman’s Quill” de- 
partment of the Lutheran Standard would involve 
the editor in the embarrassing situation of directly 
opposing the teaching of Dr. M. Reu, who wrote 
on pages .387 and 388 of his “Lutheran Dog- 
matics” (1945 edition): “According to Rom. 
2:6 also the heathen will he judged on the basis 
of their works, cf. also Rev. 20:11-14. Now 
since it is established that there is no salvation 
for sinful man except in Christ, the question 
arises how we may combine these two declara- 
tions. Possibly in this manner: in the world of 
heathenism, the life of each individual represents 
a sum total which reveals either that he utterly 
hardened himself against the voice of conscience 
or that he heeded it. This actual condition will 
be revealed in the judgment. And if now, at the 
visible appearance of Christ, they behold Him 
whom they did not see on earth, then this meeting 
will have the practical significance of vocation and 
a last offer of salvation. Those who did not 
harden their hearts against the voice of their 
conscience will be attracted by the rays of 
salvation; the others will even now wilfully close 
their eyes and their hearts.” Certainly synergism 
is not dead in the A. L. C., but the old leaven is 
working with marvelous effectiveness. 

Wattace H. McLaucutin, M.S. T. 


@ Report on Synodical 
Conference Convention, 1948 


Accepted by the Central District, 
Missouri Synod 

(Eprrorntat Nore: The following report was pre- 
sented to the Central District of the Missouri Synod 
and accepted by it at its convention in June, 1949, 
The report was given by Rev. Karl Ehlers of Cleve- 
land, Ohio, who officially represented the district 
at the 1948 convention of the Synodical Conference, 
— P. H. B.) 


Our Missouri Synod of the Lutheran Church 
is in membership with three other groups. They 
have been linked together for 77 years in the 
Synodical Conference. The other synods are the 
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Joint Wisconsin Synod, the Norwegian Synod of 
the Evangelical Lutheran Church, and the Slovak 
Lutheran Synod of America. The Norwegian 
Synod affiliated with us is not to be confused with 
the large church body which now calls itself “The 
Evangelical Lutheran Church.” It is a loyal 
group of conservative Lutherans of less than 
10,000 baptized members. The Synodical Con- 
ference was formed in Milwaukee in 1872, Dr. 
C. F. W. Walther preaching the main sermon. 
Accordingly the 75th anniversary came in 1947. 


Jubilee Service in Humboldt Park 


Our Synodical Conference meets biennially. 
As no meeting was held in 1947, the diamond 
jubilee was celebrated last year in connection 
with the meeting in Milwaukee. Rev. E. Benjamin 
Schlueter of Oshkosh, re-elected president of the 
Conference, preached the sermon. The Milwau- 
kee Lutheran A Capella Choir sang. We estimate 
the attendance at 3,000. The weather had become 
quite cold and this prevented many from attend- 
ing. 


A Representative Meeting 


‘The convention began on August 3 and con- 
tinued for four days into the afternoon of August 
7. Representative men of the four synods, in- 
cluding the four presidents, were in faithful at- 
tendance. Our Missouri Synod was represented 
also by Vice-President Harms and by many of 
the presidents of our districts, including Rev. J. 
H. Meyer of our Central District, The opening 
service, with celebration of Holy Communion, was 
held in Trinity Church, Dr. Henry Grueber, 
pastor. It was well filled. The preacher in this 
service was Rev. Professor Norman A. Madson, 
who admonished us all to remain upon or to 
return to the old paths, so well defined in God’s 
Word. The sermon abounded in reproof and 
correction. Our Norwegian brethren are troubled 
by the thought that the old paths have been for- 
saken by some of us. Their own bitter experience 
with former Norwegian brethren has left its scars 
on their soul. It was feared by some that the 
celebration of the 75th anniversary might at the 
same time be the occasion of the dissolution of 
the Conference. However, a spirit of true fellow- 
ship in the Spirit and of patience with those con- 
sidered to be in error was at all times evident 
and found expression also in resolutions. 


“Sound in Faith, in Charity, in Patience” 


We are admonished to be “sound in faith, in 
charity, in patience” (Titus 2,2). In these great 
virtues our Synodical Conference abounds, though 
not perfectly. The soundness and unity of the 

faith is sometimes disturbed. At the convention 


held in 1946 an Interim Committee of eight (three 
from Missouri, three from Wisconsin, one of the 
Norwegian, one of the Slovak Synod) was ap- 
pointed to find a solution for the dispute con- 
cerning the doctrine of the Church, as applied also 
to army and navy chaplaincies and related matters. 
The committee held six long meetings and, with 
one exception, signed a report presented to the 
convention which showed that they had reached 
agreement on some important points at issue, such 
as this: That the congregation is the only 
divinely appointed body or unit of the visible 
church exercising the Office of the Keys. — A 
minority report was also presented, by a Wis- 
consin Synod pastor. It was evident that he 
spoke for prominent members of his synod, many 
of its spokesmen voicing the following thought: 
“Any group of Christians may exercise the Office 
of the Keys, and their findings too are valid and 
certain. Taking the case of someone excom- 
municated to the local congregation for a final 
verdict is, in their opinion, merely courtesy in 
conformity with the law of love, but not neces- 
sary.” Men who were made members of a com- 
mittee to consider the Interim Committee’s report, 
soon found that a difference of opinion still pre- 
vails and is strong, and, as the Interim Committee 
had not been able to complete its work, especially 
with reference to chaplaincies, it was decided 
to request the Interim Committee to function to 
the next convention in 1950. In the mean time 
all members of the Conference are urged to study 
the questions raised by the two reports. Your 
reporter served as a member of the floor com- 
mittee for this important matter, 


Concerning “Boy Scouts” 


Ever since the meeting of the Synodical Con- 
ference in St. Louis in 1944, the Conference has 
had a Committee on Intersynodical Matters, of 
which Pastor J. H. Meyer, president of our 
Central District, is chairman. This committee has 
studied such matters as the Boy Scout issue, to 
which some of our members in the Conference are 
strongly opposed. The committee had not reached 
a verdict and its recommendation that a committee 
of three be appointed by the president, to restudy 
the matter and also others, was adopted. The 
floor committee for the report of the Committee 
on Intersynodical Matters had Rev. Martin 
Kretzman of our district as its chairman. This 
committee made the following recommendation, 
which was adopted: 

“Tn the meant time, congregations and 
pastors are urged to avoid any action that 
would commit them more deeply to a 
course disturbing to fraternal relations in 
the Synodical Conference.” 
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This, too, was adopted, though verbal ex- 
planations asked for and given on the floor did 
not make clear to your reporter just what is to 
be avoided. One would think that for the time 
being no more Boy Scout troops are to be 
formed. But where no local offence is given or 
taken, this does not seem to be implied. 


On Cooperation with Other Synods 


The Committee on Intersynodical Relations 
reported to the convention also the following: 


“Your conmittce at cach meeting dis- 
cussed a number of joint activities among 
Lutherans, some of which, on the one hand, 
have been condemned as unionistic, and, on 
the other hand, have been defended by the 
argument that only cooperation in externals is 
involved. While no definite conclusion was 
reached by your committee, we wish to caution 
that such things only as actually are externals 
be regarded as externals.” 


The floor committee made the following im- 
portant addition to its recommendation for the 
adoption of the above: 


“And that wherever there is cooperation 
in externals, it is not to grow into joint 
work in the spiritual sphere.” 


Only one delegate, Dr. William Arndt, of 
Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, spoke against the 
adoption of this addition, expressing the thought 
that cooperation in externals sometimes makes 
cooperation in the spiritual sphere necessary. 
With this opinion the delegates did not agree. 
They passed also the addition finally, without a 
dissenting vote. 


Our Negro Church 


Work among the Negroes is the one mission 
work done jointly by the synods forming the 
Conference. It was heartening to hear of 
the great love fer the pure Gospel as found 
among the Negroes, notably also those of our 
flourishing work in Nigeria, Africa. — Troubling 
question about race relations are best resolved by 
a Christian Jove for all men, regardless of color. 
~— Immanuel Lutheran College at Greensboro 
is to be continued, as its prospects are now 
brighter than when the closing of this school was 
under consideration. Professor H. Nau, presi- 
dent of the school, loves his work, loves the 
Negro. He said, “I have received the Negro in 
my home. He has sat at my table. He has slept 
in my beds.” This does not imply, as he made 
plain, that he has any sympathy for those who 
are always agitating matters regarding the Negro. 


@ Romans 16:17. 18 in Australia 


The publication of a monograph, especially 
one of a controversial nature, particularly if it 
takes the form of a labored examination of a 
simple Scripture passage which in itself offers 
no difficulties and requires no exegesis, should 
spring from an adequate cause and occasion, and 
should make a definite contribution to the dis- 
cussion in which it endeavors to take part. The 
mere fact that a subject is under discussion or 
is in controversy is not in itself an adequate rea- 
son for entering the discussion in a literary way 
if one has nothing to contribute to it. If these 
considerations are correct, then it is hard to 
account for the appearance among our Australian 


_ brethren of “Romans 16:17, 18. An Examina- 


tion,” by Rev. A. MacKenzie, D.D., and “A 
Doctrinal Treatise on Rom. 16: 17-18,” by Rev. 
J. J. Darsow, D. D. Neither pamphlet offers any 
distinct contribution to the discussion of this much 
discussed text. Both are a mere rehashing of 
the stock arguments of those commonly known 
in the Missouri Synod as “Statementarians.” Nor 
can the publication of these pamphlets be justified 
by the plea that the authors deemed it necessary 
to present this viewpoint to their own public in 
Australia, since they do not attempt any specific 
application to Australian circumstances, nor do 
they indicate the existence of any literary opposi- 
tion in their own country, but find their opponents 
in the Missouri Synod writers who have opposed 
“A Statement.” Of these, without naming them, 
Dr. Darsow states: “The impression one receives 
is that they are being swayed by the desire to use 
this passage as a divine direction on the attitude 
we are to adopt toward erring Christians; that 
they want to find in it a warrant for avoiding 
them, an inspired instruction on what is com- 
monly termed ‘unionism’, or a warning against 
it. This, after stating: “The motives of the 
writers whom we have criticized should not be 
questioned,” is going rather far afield. 


These pamphlets, especially the latter one, are 
controversial writings, not objective exegetical 
studies; and they contend for the “State- 
mentarian” view against the position of the Mis- 
souri Synod on Romans 16:17, 18, and the use 
which has been made and is being made of this 
passage in the Missouri Synod “as an inspired 
warning against unionism,” a position, no doubt, 
shared by many of our Australian brethren. This 
being the case, these two writers might justly be 
expected to confine themselves more or less to 
the points in controversy, but this they fail to do. 
A large portion of both these little works is lexico- 
graphical. The controversy, however, aside from 
some rather unfruitful discussions on “belly,” 
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has not revolved about the meaning of words, but 
has centered in a few questions of grammatical 
construction. It has become increasingly evident 
that most of us on both sides of the controversy 
are fairly well equipped with the standard lexica, 
and the suggestion seems in place that we quit 
throwing them at each other’s heads and get down 
to the points at issue, which are not lexicograph- 
ical but syntactical. I have no intention, however, 
of following my own suggestion by merely tran- 
scribing from the grammars instead of from the 
lexica. The grammatical points at issue have been 
definitely discussed by Prof. Robert George 
Hoerber, Ph. D., Bethany Lutheran College, Man- 
kato, Minnesota, with much learned apparatus, in 
his “Grammatical Study of Romans 16, 17,” and 
his results have been ably popularized in the very 
recent “Monograph on Romans 16: 17-18” sent 
out by the Lutheran Unity Committee of our 
South Dakota District. Both writers quote (the 
former on p. Ll and the latter on p. 8 of their 
respective pamphlets) the only fully pertinent 
passage from a standard grammar which has yet 
been turned up, the clear analysis of the construc- 
tion of Romans 16:17 by A. T. Robertson in the 
Robertson-Davis “New Short Grammar of the 
Greek Testament” (p. 201). Until something is 
brought forward which would invalidate this con- 
struction of the sentence and the arguments ad- 
duced by Prof. Hoerber in favor of the adjectival 
force of the adjunct to “divisions and offenses” 
as evidenced by the specific articles connected with 
these nouns (which we are convinced will not be 
attempted by anyone who has read his pamphlet), 
we shall have to regard dissertations on the defini- 
tions of the Greck words as irrelevant, and the 
attempted deductions from verse 18 regarding the 
personal faith or unbelief of the false teachers 
referred to in verse 17 (a point upon which 
neither verse even remotely touches) as an eis- 
egetical” beclouding of the issue. 

In view of the above, we shall therefore make 
no attempt in the present article to repeat what 
might be said in refutation of the two pamphlets 
from Australia, but only express our sincere sor- 
row that also our brethren in that far land are 
disturbed by these labored pleadings against this 
clear and simple passage from God’s Word, When- 
ever even the possibility that that passage “should 
he classed with the ‘things hard to be understood,’ 
of which Peter speaks (2 Pet. 3, 16) in reference 
to Paul’s epistles” is suggested, as it is in Dr. 
MacKenzie’s pamphlet, the “examination” to 
which it is then subjected must be discredited in 
the mind of one who is scrupulously anxious to 
let God’s plain words stand as they read without 
modification from human interpretations. In the 


‘features of the Antichrist as drawn 


absence of information as to the reaction called 
forth by these pamphlets among our Australian 
brethren, we shall hope and pray that some such 
considerations may account for their apparent 
failure to produce such a rejoinder as the origi- 
nators of the same misleading arguments in our 
circles here have encountered from many of our 
Scripturally steadfast brethren. In conclusion we 
shall endorse the final sentence of Dr. Darsow’s 
treatise, though the argumentation which precedes 
it compels us to believe that he writes this ex~ 
cellent admonition from another standpoint than 
that which leads us to endorse it: “There should 
be in us a real horror of adding human opinions 
to the revealed Word, of inserting into the Scrip- 
tures things that we want them to state, and by 
such methods to hinder the coming of the king- 
dom of the Prince of Peace.” 


W. H. McLaucuuin, M. S. T. 


© The Antichrist and the A. L. C. 
Prof. W. Albrecht, Springfield, Il. 


When Dr. Matzner of Wartburg Seminary 
presented his paper “A Sane Eschatology” in 
August, 1947, before the convention of the Iowa 
District of the American Lutheran Church, this 
district in adopting his paper and deciding on its 
publication subscribed also to his views regard- 
ing the Antichrist. 

These differ decidedly from the faith we con- 
fess in the Brief Statement. There we declare: 
“As to the Antichrist we teach that the prophecies 
of the Holy Scriptures concerning the Antichrist, 
2 Thess. 2, 3-12; 1 John 3, 18, have been fulfilled 
in the pope of Rome and his dominion. Alf the 
in these 
prophecies, including the most abominable and 
horrible ones, for example, that the Antichrist ‘as 
God sitteth in the temple of God, 2 Thess. 2, 4; 
that he anathematizes the very heart of the Gos- 
pel of Christ, that is, the doctrine of the forgive- 
ness of sins by grace alone, for Christ’s sale 
alone, through faith alone, without any merit or 
worthiness in man (Rom. 3, 20-28; Gal. 2, 16) ; 
that he recognizes only those as members of the 
Christian Church who bow to his authority; and 
that, like a deluge, he has inundated the whole 
Church with his unchristian doctrines till God has 
revealed him through the Reformation, — these 
very features are the outstanding characteristics 
of the papacy. (Cf. Smaleald Articles, Trig/., 
515, 39-41; 401, 45.) Hence we subscribe to the 
statement of our Confessions that the pope is ‘the 
very Antichrist” (Smaleald Articles, Trigl., 475, 
10.)” And why we are so firmly convinced that 
the pope is the very Antichrist is shown at 
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length by Dr. F. Pieper in his Dogmatik, III, 
527-534, and by Dr. Th. Engelder in Popular 
Symbolics, p. 114f., 116f., 121f., 123, 203-206. 
See also the article “Antichrist” in the Concordia 
Cyclopedia, 

That this is the faith of the Lutheran Church 
from the beginning is evident from our Confes- 
sions, where we read: “This teaching shows force- 
fully that the pope is the very Antichrist, .. . be- 
cause he will not permit Christians to be saved 
without his power... . This is propérly speaking 
to ‘exalt himself above all that is called God,’ as 
Paul says, 2 Thess. 2, 4... . The pope, however, 
prohibits this faith, saying that to be saved a per- 
son must obey him... . Accordingly he had to 
make himself equal and superior to Christ, and 
had to cause himself to be proclaimed the head 
and then the lord of the Church, and finally of 
the whole world, and simply God on earth, until 
he has dared to issue commands even to the angels 
in heaven. ... Lastly, it is nothing else than the 
devil himself. ... Therefore, just as little as we 
can worship the devil himself as Lord and God, 
we can endure his apostle, the pope, or Antichrist, 
in his rule as head and lord.” Trigl., 475, 10-13. 
Again: “And the marks (all the vices) of Anti- 
christ plainly agree with the kingdom of the pope 
and his adherents. For Paul, 2 Eph. 2, 3, in 
describing to the Thessalonians Antichrist, calls 
him ‘an adversary of Christ, who opposeth and 
exalteth himself above all that is called God, or 
that is worshiped, so that he as God sitteth in 
the temple of God.’ He speaks therefore of one 
ruling in the Church, not of heathen kings, and 
he calls this one the adversary of Christ, because 
he will devise doctrine conflicting with the Gospel, 
and will assume to himself divine authority.” 
Trigl., 515, 39. Again: “On this account they 
ought to desert and execrate the pope with his 
adherents as the kingdom of Antichrist.” Trigl., 
517, 41. Again: “It is necessary to resist the 
pope as Antichrist.” Trigl., 521, 57. And these 
quotations, and others, are repeated and subscribed 
to in the Formula of Concord, Trigl., 1059, 19ff. 

Now, Dr. Matzner is aware of this teaching of 
our Confessions, Fle says: “The statement that 
the pope is the Antichrist has found its way into 
our Lutheran Confessions.” But that does not 
keep him from discarding this doctrine. He 
claims: “We fully agree with the Reformers that 
the pope has something of the anti-Christian char- 
acter about him.” That is not what the Reformers 
teach in the Apology of the Augsburg Confession, 
the Smalcald Articles, and the Formula of Con- 
cord. The position of the Lutheran Church is 
that the pope ts “the very Antichrist.” And not 
one of the signatories of our Confessions stip- 


ulated that he was of a different opinion on this 
point. This teaching was made as binding as any 
other clear teaching of Scripture. But Dr. Matz- 
ner declares: “Tt is certainly not a sane position 
if anyone is determined to make that view binding 
upon everybody else.” This is a slur at us, 
namely, “those in the Lutheran Church today who 
hold that one cannot be an orthodox Christian un- 
less one subscribes to the doctrine that the pope 
is the Antichrist.” 

In his paper Dr. Matzner does not classify this 
fact, that the pope is the Antichrist, with the plain 
and vitally important things in the prophecies. 
To him the question, “whether or not the pope is 
the ultimate antichrist,” is an “eschatological prob- 
lem.” It is a problem beyond solution in the 
present light of Scripture. Of course it will be 
an irritating problem to a man who puts a bushel 
basket over the light of Scripture, the seat of 
this doctrine, 2 Thess. 2, 1-12. True, he once 
quotes 2 Thess, 2, 3. 4, but merely to prove that 
the idea of the coming of Antichrist is present in 
the Scriptures. Of all the truths clearly taught 
by St. Paul in 2 Thess. 2, 1-12 the author does not 
adduce any. He does not use this clear text as 
his rule or analogy of faith to explain the picture 
language of the prophetic book, the Revelation of 
St. John, as a truc.exegete would do. But he puts 
his preconceived notions into the darker language 
of Revelation, and like a false prophet uses his 
interpretation of the symbolical and therefore dark 
language of Revelation to deny the truths which 
the clear passage 2 Thess. 2 teaches. 

This passage sets forth that “the mystery of 
iniquity doth already work.” The Antichrist was 
already beginning to develop in Apostolic times. 
But there was something that “withholdeth,” i. ¢., 
prevented the complete development in that day. 
When this is “taken out of the way,” “then shall 
that Wicked be revealed.” The appearance of 
“that man of sin, the son of perdition” will be 
marked by “the falling away,” the greatest pos- 
sible defection from the Christian religion. His 
seat the Antichrist has “in the temple of God.” 
The Antichrist will “sect himself forth as God” 
(R. V.), exalt himself above all authorities, even 
the authority of God, His “coming is after the 
working of Satan;” he is not the devil in person, 
but the best “incarnation” that the devil is capable 
of. Lying powers and lying signs and lying 
wonders build and support his kingdom. Anti- 
christ will remain until! Judgment Day: “Whom 
the Lord... shall destroy with the brightness of 
His coming,’ the same “coming of our Lord 
Jesus Christ and our gathering together unto 
Hun,” of which the Apostle spoke in the first 
verse of this chapter. 
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These thoughts are disregarded by the author 
of this A. L. C. eschatology. Instead he is con- 
Stantly operating with the Book of Revelation. 
And this book, too, he misunderstands, due to his 
attempts to make it support his chiliastic dreams. 
He correctly says that Rev. 4-20 “are not written 
in a strictly historical perspective.” Again: “The 
Apocalypse is not interested in giving us a chron- 
ological order.” But when it suits his purpose, 
he claims a chronological order, for example in 
the words: “If it is true that we are now living 
in the so-called millennium or that the millennium 
is already past, and if the pope is the Antichrist 
— how then shall we interpret the order given 
in Rev. 19 and 20, according to which the millen- 
nium comes after the Antichrist has been de- 
stroyed?”? Rev. 19 and 20 do not follow chrono- 
logically, but Rev. 20 brings an entirely new 
vision, in which John takes up anew the theme 
he had dwelt on before. The second “beast,” 
Rev. 13, 17ff., or “the false prophet,” Rev. 19, 20, 
is said not to be the Antichrist because it arises in 
the Church. “The great whore,’ Rev. 17, 1, 
is also declared not to be the Antichrist. And we 
are chided for interpreting Rev. 14, 6. 7 as a 
prophecy of Luther. 

But what reasons does Dr. Matzner give why 
the pope cannot be the Antichrist? One reason 
is: “Scripture nowhere says in unequivocal words 
that the pope is the Antichrist.” Because the 
Bible does not say in these words, “Pius XII is 
the Antichrist,” therefore the pope cannot be the 
Antichrist. What a childish argument! Because 
the Old Testament nowhere says, “Jesus, the Son 
of Mary, will be your Savior,” therefore Jesus 
of Nazareth made a sad blunder when He told 
the Jews, “If ye believe not that I am He, ye 
shall die in your sins,” John 8, 24. Because I am 
not mentioned by name in Scripture, it is doubt- 
ful, whether Christ died for me. 

A second reason is: “Evidently he is a per- 
son, not an institution or some vague power.” 
Read the seat of this doctrine, 2 Thess. 2, and you 
will sce that no individual person can fill the bill. 
The development of the Antichrist begins in the 
days of the Apostles and he remains until the 
appearance of Christ for the Judgment. Why 
shouldn’t he be a succession of persons, a collec- 
tive person, or “an institution’? as Dr. Matzner 
says? Dr. Matzner has no qualms about taking 
the “seven kings” in Rev. 17, 10 as seven dynas- 
ties. He says: “Rev. 17, 10-14 tells of seven 
kings, or dynasties, followed by an eighth, which 
will be final Antichrist.” If “kings” can be 
“dynasties,” why can’t the Antichrist be a succes- 
sion of persons in the same office? 


A third reason Dr. Matzner brings is: “Tf 
then the pope were Antichrist, how could he still 
contribute anything to the saving of souls?” He 
bolsters this argument by saying that there are 
still Christians in the Roman Catholic Church. 
The Roman Catholic Church is not the Anti- 
christ, but is his seat in the Church. The pope 
is not to blame that there still are some Christians 
in his church. Fle is doing his best to eradicate 
them. And what should prevent Christ from over- 
ruling this worst enemy of His to the saving of 
souls? Didn’t He thus over-rule Caiaphas, John 
18, 14? 


A fourth reason given why the pope cannot 
be the Antichrist, is: “The Antichrist will be a 
secular ruler who arrogates to himself the author- 
ity of God and forbids the worship of God.” The 
argument runs: Since the pope is not a secular 
ruler (isn’t he?), but the head of a great church, 
he cannot be the Antichrist. God’s Word says, 
however, that the Antichrist “as God sitteth in 
the temple of God,” 2 Thess. 2, 4. No Antiochus 
Epiphanes, no Nero, no Caligula, no Napoleon, 
no Boulanger, no Hitler, no Stalin, terrible as 
their persecution of the Christians was or is, 
could do the damage to Christ’s kingdom which 
the pope does, because they are outside of the 
Church, while the pope wears the “sheep’s cloth- 
ing” and deceives even people who profess to be 
Lutherans. Even a man in Dr. Matzner’s position, 
who certainly should know the Satanic character 
of the papacy, can see in the pope only one of 
the little antichrists whom St. John mentions, 
1 John 4, 3. The best the professor can do is to 
say, “The pope has something of the antichristian 
character about him.” What a sorry appraisal of 
the pope, who surpasses Stalin in tyranny, cruelty, 
and depravity and covers it all with the mantle of 
Christianity ! 

Finally the essayist tells us, the pope cannot 
be the Antichrist because the pope has long been 
with us, while the Antichrist is to be expected 
in the future. “There is an antichristian power 
in the world... . The final outcropping of this 
evil power, the most vicious head of the beast, 
will be Antichrist and his reign.” Everywhere 
Dr. Matzner rejects the position of “those who 
contend that’ the statements in the Apocalypse 
have largely been fulfilled in Church history” and 
himself takes the position “that the fulfilment of 
those prophecies is largely a matter still lying in 
the future.’ It is inconceivable to us, how a 
Lutheran theological teacher, living today in this 
dying, chaotic world, which gives even unbelievers 
the feeling that the end is near, can hold that most 
of the signs of the end foretold in Scripture are 
still far in the future. 
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The arguments of Dr. Matzner, by which he 
would prove that the pope is not the Antichrist, 
are the old familiar arguments of the former 
Iowa Synod and will be accepted or tolerated 
only by those who are for a church peace at any 
price. But, thanks to God, we still prize our 
Lutheran heritage too much for anything like that. 


@ A Necessary Distinction 


“One must distinguish between the papacy 
and the Roman Church. There is still so much 
[of the truth] left in the Roman Church that 


men can be saved. The Roman priest has a two- | 


fold function. When he baptizes children, he is 
a servant of Christ; when he reads mass, he is 
the servant of Satan. The doctrine of the papacy, 
however, is not Christian; it rather subverts all of 
Christianity. Whatever of Christian doctrine 
still remains to be found under the papacy simply 
is not the doctrine of the papacy, but of the 
Christian Church.” (Proceedings, Central Dis- 
trict, Missouri Synod, 1868, p. 23.) 


ON THE UNION FRONT 


This-worldliness 


Writing within the National Lutheran Council 
bodies is turning more and more to the things 
of this world — economics, politics, etc. 


World Order 


The Board of Social Missions of the United 
Lutheran Church is to sponsor a school on world 
order at Hartwick College. 


“Study sessions will be held on the United 
Nations . . . Soviet-American Relations . . . and 
the Church’s Program of World Order... . 

“Programs of study and action for use in 
local congregations will be developed by church 
leaders attending the school, and they will be 
prepared to offer help in conducting these pro- 
grams in their home synods.” 


(Lutheran Standard, June 18, 1949, p. 11.) 


Politics 


And these bodies seem to be going into politics. 

The Editor of the Lutheran Standard writes 
concerning the National Study Conference on the 
Church and World Order: “To my mind the 
very least the Cleveland conferences could have 
done would have been to recommend an alter- 
native to the Atlantic pact. There are alternatives 


to this imperialistic, militaristic pact.” April 9, 


1949, p. 4.) 


Jesus’ International Politics 


The Editor of The Lutheran speaks his mind: 
“T don’t like this North Atlantic Pact. It js 
surely not in the spirit of Jesus. It is an instry- 
ment of violence. If one nation is attacked, the 
police are called out, and there will be shooting,” 
etc. (April 13, 1949, p. 50.) 

And what do you think of this? — “What can 
we say about Russia? First, it is communistic. 
So were the American Indians. The tribes had 
common ownership of their hunting grounds and 
streams. History indicates that private ownership 
becomes desirable and profitable only when people 
have reached the stage of settling down to farm- 
ing. No one yet knows what will prove to be the 
ideal way of life in an industrial civilization, for 
we haven't had time to find out. 

“After years of trial and error, the world will 
be able to judge whether or not communism js 
of value. That is something for statisticians and 
scholars to determine, not soldiers. We couldn't 
destroy communism by fighting Russia.” (The 
Lutheran, September 17, 1947, p. 50.) 


‘World Issues 


Dr. O. Frederick Nolde is Dean of the 
Graduate School of the Philadelphia Seminary of 
the United Lutheran Church. But for many 
months, according to reports, he has been chiefly 
occupied with “world issues.” We reproduce a 
report from the Lutheran Herald, April 12, 1949, 
p. 365: “Should the United States make a sincere 
effort to gain international control of atomic 
energy? How far should the western nations 
go in establishing bases close to Russia under 
the Atlantic Pact? Are the nations of the world 
doing as much as they could to wipe out dis- 
criminatory practices in regard to race, color, and 
religion? These were some specific questions Dr, 
O. Frederick Nolde, secretary of international 
affairs for the World Council of Churches, has 
suggested Christians study and answer, in a speech 
delivered to the recent National Study Conference 
on the Churches and World Order in Cleveland. 

“Christians, said Dr. Nolde, must give 
‘serious attention to the UN?’s action on trustee- 
ship, economic co-operation, health, human rights, 
and kindred areas.’ 

“Dr. Nolde went on to say that ‘in looking 
at the immediate political tensions, it is important 
that we recognize frankly the extent to which 
concrete solutions often have been found im- 
possible.’ 
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“Specifically, Dr. Nolde also called for an 
intense Christian study of these additional ques- 
tions : 

“What general principles should govern the 
United States in the UN? 

“What specific activities in the UN should 
command the support of our government? 

“Should financial support be given the UN 
comparable with military expenditures ? 

“Dr. Nolde also proposed that a conference be 
arranged between Protestant world leaders and 
Vatican officials to reach an understanding on 
what each group means by religious liberty and 
the methods by which full observance of it should 
be sought.” 


The United Lutheran Church 
Speaks on World Order 

Such is the heading over a document printed 
in The Lutheran of May 25, 1949, p. 18-20. It 
was adopted by “the church’s Executive Board 
and Board of Social Missions.” The direction of 
thinking can be gathered from the following ex- 
cerpts, necessarily brief: “We here present cer- 
tain principles to impress Christians with their 
heavy responsibility for world order.” 

“Our God-given aspirations are often cor- 
rupted by pride, selfishness and a desire for 
power. Because there is redemption in Christ, 
we have hope for peace. So long as sin remains, 
however, any peace that is attained will continue 
to be a precarious peace.” Here the concepts of 
spiritual and temporal peace are mixed. 

“Christians differ as to their right to par- 
ticipate in existing war. ... The Christian, there- 
fore, seeks war’s abolition, secing in every war a 
violation of the spirit and teachings of Jesus.” 

The Christian ought ‘Recognize the United 
Nations as our existing instrument for world 
order. It is a man-made institution; it is not 
perfect. Despite all jealousies, misgivings and 
fears, it has accomplished much good and is cap- 
able of much greater good. We should seek, by 
every possible means, to uphold its hands in. the 
hope that it may become a more effective world 
organization guided by Christian principles.” 
The Reformed leaven ts here. 


Health Insurance 


The Editor of The Lutheran in the issue of 
May 11, 1949, speaks his mind on health insur- 
ance: “Church people have a tendency to want 
to steer around these fighting subjects. The world 
is changing rapidly, but a lot of our people wish 
to avoid taking responsibility for the way it 
changes. They like to hear their pastor tell the 


story of the Good Samaritan, but don’t want him 
to suggest that in 1949 maybe we need, health in- 
surance for wounded or siclx people who are lying 
along miscellaneous roadsides.” 

These are sufficient samples of “this-world- 
liness” in an American Lutheranism that is tiring 
of the “other-worldly” mission of the Church. 

A. V, Kuster. 


@ What Our Readers Say 

“It is my sincere prayer that God may con- 
tinue to give courage and zeal and that He may 
abundantly bless the efforts of those who are so 
faithfully promoting the Confessional Lutheran 
as a voice for that kind of Lutheranism which 
characterized the Missouri Synod and the 
Synodical Conference of the ‘Founding Fathers.’ 
I say the “Synodical Conference’ advisedly, be- 
cause I fear that a certain lethargy has crept into 
that body which has made it careless in promoting 
that kind of unity which was intended by the 
founders. This same lethargy has brought about 
an indifference among many of the Synodical 
Conference clergy towards the tragic situation 
that confronts us in the Synodical Conference 
today.” — Minneapolis pastor. 


“T have been reading the Confessional 
Lutheran, which someone has sent me, and T am 
very grateful. For, in reading it I feel I am 
still standing on rock foundation. My check for 
a subscription is enclosed. Iam but one of many 
young pastors who have been called upon to wit- 
ness the confusion that exists in our beloved 
svnod and the indefinite stand and character of 
things that one sees there today. It is all very 
disheartening to see and hear fellow-pastors whom 
we rightly regarded as our ‘spiritual fathers’ 
let you down when it comes to taking the firm 
stand that was once so characteristic of our 
synod. The prayers of all who love Missouri 
ascend to the throne of grace in your behalf that 
God may continue to stand by you and bless your 
efforts in the defense of the truth.’ — Pastor, 
Texas. 


THE “LUTHERAN WITNESS” MUST 
BE RESTORED AS THE VOICE OF 
THE MISSOURI SYNOD 
THE ERRORS OF SIGNERS OF 
THE “STATEMENT” OF THE “44” 
MUST BE REJECTED 


EVANGELICAL DISCIPLINE MUST PREVAIL 
WITHIN THE MISSOURI SYNOD 
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MOTTO: “Now I beseech you, brethren, by the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that ye all speak the same thing, and 
that there be no divisions among you; but that ye be perfectly joined together in the same mind and in the same judg~ 
ment.’ 1 Cor. 1, 10, 


“We have no intention of yielding aught of the eternal, immutable truth of God for the sake of temporal peace, 
tranquility, and unity (which, moreover, is not in our power to do), Nor would such pence and unity, since it is devised 
against the truth and for its suppression, have any permanency, Still less are we inclined to adorn and conceal a corrup~ 
tion of the pure doctrine and manifest, condemned errors. But we entertain heartfelt pleasure and love for, and are on our 
part sincerely inclined and anxious to advance, that unity according to our utmost power, by which His glory remains to 
God uninjured, nothing of the divine truth of the Holy Gospel is surrende¥ed, no room is given to the least error, poor 
sinners are brought to true, genuine repentance, raised up by faith, confirmed in new obedience, and thus justified and 
eternally saved alone through the sole merit of Christ.’ — Concluding Statement of the Formula of Concord concerning the 
Requirements of Confessional Fellowship among Lutherans of the Augsburg Confession, Trigl. Conc., p. 1095, 
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and prestige. But the Reformer was not con- 


: : ; : cerned about numbers and influence. His first 
Martin Luther followed = : : ‘ 
the voice of his con and highest concern was not to violate his con- 


science although — en judged — he ° . ° 
: . ie | b en ; as men judged — he would science by making common cause with anyone or 
ye the loser by so doing. He often had to choose any group of men who, according to his honest 
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between conformity to the dictates of his con- 
science and the adoption of a course of com- 
promise and concession. There was, for instance, 
the question of making common cause with those 
who indeed accepted the fundamental doctrines of 
the Christian faith but demurred at nonfunda- 
mentals. Luther saw as plainly as anyone else 
that a church union with such people would, 
humanly speaking, be a great accession of power 


conviction, based upon Scripture, were not entirely 
loyal to the clear, infallible revelation of God's. 
Word. Naturally, men called this attitude nar- 
row-minded, loveless, separatistic, dogmatic, and 
a number of other choice names. They still do. 
But that sad fact never made the conscientious 
man swerve an inch from his course. 
Ewald M. Plass, This Is Luther, p. 175f. 


Submitted by Jutrus Daums. 
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@ “A _ Realistic Approach to the 
Cultivation of Lutheran Unity”? 
College of Presidents Favors “New Approach” 
The St. Louis Lutheran in its issue of May 14 
brings an account of a meeting of the College of 
Presidents of the Missouri Synod on May 6 at 
St. Louis. At this meeting a resolution was 
adopted that laymen and clergymen combine 
efforts toward Lutheran unity. Because of the 
importance of the resolution which was adopted 
at this meeting a copy of this issue was mailed to 
all pastors and teachers of our Synod. The ac- 
count of the meeting referred to reads as 
follows: 


St. Lowis Lutheran, May 14, 1949, p. 1-2. 


District Presidents Vote New Approach 
to Lutheran Unity 

Laymen and clergymen are to combine efforts 
toward Lutheran unity, according to a resolution 
adopted May 6 by the College of Presidents of 
the Lutheran Church — Missouri Synod, at the 
spring meeting in Holy Cross Hall, 3635 South 
Jefferson avenue. The group represents 32 dis- 
tricts of the church in the United States and 
Canada. The resolution reads: 

“Recognizing that this critical period in the 
history of the world demands a realistic approach 
to the cultivation of unity in American Luther- 
anism, the College of Presidents of the Lutheran 
Church — Missouri Synod: 

“1. expresses profound distress over Lutheran 
disunity and declares its desire and willingness 
to co-operate in efforts to achieve Lutheran unity 
in doctrine and its application to the life and 
work of the church; 

“2. proposes that all Lutheran bodies in 
America join in free conferences of pastors and 
laymen, under the guidance of God’s Holy Spirit 
to establish existing agreement and to remove 
existing differences for the purpose of bringing 
about unity of Christian faith and fellowship ; 

“3. hopes that a practical result of the dis- 
cussions will be agreement in doctrine and event- 
ual formation of a federation of Lutheran bodies 
designed for cooperative Lutheran action on the 
basis of the Word of God; 

“4. resolves collectively and individually, in 
the various districts of the Missouri Synod, to 
promote Lutheran unity through brotherly dis- 
cussion with the hope that such discussion will 
lead to mutual recognition and cooperation ; 

“5. requests the president of the Missouri 
Synod, in co-operation with the leaders of all other 
Lutheran bodies, to form a national inter- 
Lutheran committee for the purpose of arranging 
the proposed free conferences of Lutheran pastors 
and laymen.” 

A particular emphasis was laid by the district 
presidents on the participation of laymen in the 
Lutheran discussions, 

“The Missouri Synod,” said Dr. J. W. Behn- 
ken, president of synod, “has always supported 
the right of laymen to have a voice in the councils 
of the church. ; 

“Laymen must understand the problems in- 
volved in Lutheran union and must help to solve 
them. All of us recognize that Lutheran union 
can be achieved only through Lutheran unity 
based on the Scriptures. 

“Let us, pastors and laymen together, sit down 
at the conference table and meet our differences 
head-on. That is the way to move forward.” 

Unanimously adopting the above resolution 
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following a thorough discussion of the problems 
connected with Lutheran union, the district presi- 
dents asked Dr. Behnken to approach the leaders 
of the other Lutheran bodies in America with a 
proposal for the formation of an “inter-Lutheran 
committee” to arrange the suggested free con- 
ferences. 

The hope was expressed that among the 
practical results of the conferences, there would 
be agreement in doctrine and the eventual forma- 
tion of a federation of Lutheran bodies “designed 
for cooperative Lutheran action based on the 


Word of God.” 


Disunity Is To Be Expected 

As a motive of the new enterprise “profound 
distress over Lutheran disunity” is given. But 
deplorable as this disunity is, Christians who are 
familiar with their Bible should not be overly 
distressed at this state of affairs. It is exactly 
what we have to expect. Aberrations from the 
divinely revealed truth and external divisions 
have always been the fate of the Christian Church. 
Even at the time of the Apostles false teachers 
arose in the Church, disturbed its unity and 
caused divisions (Rom. 16, 17). The Apostles 
foretold that after their departure also false 
prophets would arise out of the midst of Chris- 
tians and cause confusion in the flock of Christ 
(II Pet. 2:1-3). The Savior Himself predicted 
that in the latter days the seduction by false 
prophets would assume such proportions that, if 
it were possible, the very clect should be deceived 
(Matt. 24, 24). These things are well known to 
all Christians. But in the midst of all external 
disunity and disruption our Risen Savior is sit- 
ting at the right hand of the Father and _ still 
protects His flock. The Holy Ghost still keeps 
the whole Christian Church in true spiritual unity 
in spite of all outward divisions. The Lord will 
also see to it that Satan will never succeed in 
breaking up the true spiritual unity of the one 
Holy Christian Church. So why should Chris- 
tians who trust in the Lord be unduly alarmed 
over a situation which has been foretold in His 
Word? How else would the Scripture be ful- 
filled that thus it must be? Nowhere is it promised 
in Holy Writ that any particular church body 
would be excepted from this sad experience. Not 
even the Synodical Conference and the Missouri 
Synod could escape this fate; how much less the 
whole Lutheran Church? But since at this time 
the Synodical Conference and the Missouri Synod 
itself are shaken to their very foundation by inner 
strife and essential disagreement which threaten 
to disrupt them, would tt not be wiser and more 
imperative to try first of all to heal the breach 
in our own midst before hopeless efforts are 
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renewed to reach doctrinal unity with the Amer- 
ican Lutheran Church and the United Lutheran 
Church? 


God Alone Can Move Men to Accept 


the Truth 

The new feature in the mode of dealing with 
the present situation is characterized as a “realistic 
approach to cultivation of Lutheran unity.” What 
does this imply? There can be no approach to 
Lutheran unity which is more realistic than ap- 
plication of clear Scripture to the errors which 
have for many decades kept the Lutheran Church 
of our country divided. It 1s not in our power to 
change the hearts of those men who are respon- 
sible for false doctrines which cause divisions and 
to make them accept the whole truth. The Spirit 
of God alone can do this. And THe does it by 
no other means than the Word which is written 
and which is confessed by those who accept. it. 
Nor does the Spirit of God force those who cling 
to’ errors to accept the whole truth. In this case 
also it is true that man has the sad power to 
harden his heart against the clearest testimony 
of Scripture. 

Now our opponents know very well the doc- 
trinal position of the Missouri Synod. It has 
been presented to them over and over again in 
countless meetings during three decades and 
other public and official declarations, especially in 
the Brief Statement of our Synod. They know 
better than many Missourians do where the dif- 
ferences lic which have kept us separate for a 
long time. They have officially stated in the 
A. L. C. Declaration that they are ready to open 
fraternal relations with us on condition that we 
declare and treat those differences which still re- 
main as non-divisive of church fellowship. Similar 
declarations to the same effect have been repeat- 
edly published in their periodicals, giving us to 
understand that there is no other way to union 
than by treating the remaining differences as non- 
divisive. Since our opponents have thus firmly 
made up their minds not to swerve from this 
unionistic position, ‘and since God has not 
promised us a miracle in this matter, every intel- 
ligent Lutheran should be able to see that at the 
present time there is no hope of real doctrinal 
unity. What, then, is the realistic approach 
whereby the College of Presidents nevertheless 
hopes to reach unity in spirit in view of the 
avowed intention of our opponents to cling to 
their false doctrines? According to the St. Louis 
Lutheran it is to be a new approach. But if the 
Word of God does not heal this breach, there is: 
no other remedy either in heaven or on earth, no 
matter how “realistic” it is supposed to be. 
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What is This “New Approach”? 

Or is it the participation of lay Christians 
which is expected to perform the miracle? Par- 
ticipation of lay Christians is very commendable, 
provided those Christians are not only firmly 
grounded in the pure doctrine but also well ac- 
quainted with the position of our opponents and 
the various doctrinal differences. But where are 
such laymen nowadays to be found in the Mis- 
sourt Synod? There are comparatively few who 
know these differences as they should. Judging 
by various articles which have appeared in the 
Lutheran Laymen, the mouthpiece of the L. L. L., 
and other occasional utterances of lay Christians, 
not a few of our laymen seem to be of the opinion 
that the doctrinal differences which keep the Lu- 
therans of our country disunited are merely 
“theological hair-splittings” which are of no in- 
terest and of no importance to lay Christians. 
They think so because they do not know those 
differences and they do not know them because 
our official periodicals as well as others no longer 
keep them informed about those doctrinal differ- 
ences as they used to do in former years. On 
the contrary for many years the American Lu- 
theran and the Lutheran Witness have misled 
pastors and laymen into false security as though 
there were no real doctrinal differences left be- 
tween the Synodical Conference and other Lu- 
theran church bodies, but merely discrepancies of 
minor importance. No wonder if some of our 
misled laity no longer see any reason for keeping 
ourselves apart from other Lutheran churches 
and become impatient at a separation which it 
considers unnecessary. Tven among our pastors 
there are too many who have no clear conception 
of the doctrinal differences which are the cause of 
the division. 

Ill-Informed Pastors and Laymen 

Now what will happen if synod-wide confer- 
ences of ill-informed pastors and laymen with 
pastors and laymen of the American Lutheran 
Church and the United Lutheran Church should 
he held? Those who do not know the differences 
will never insist on discussing them. The discus- 
sions will naturally be restricted to such points 
of doctrine on which we all agree, while the dif- 
ferences are not aired at all. Keeping on the 
common ground, all will be pleasantly surprised 
to think how completely they agree on those doc- 
trines on which the synodical committees could 
never come to an agreement. It will seem evident 
to all that the failure to attain doctrinal unity 
lay with the theologians who could never agree 
about their “hair-splittings.” “Let the laymen 
take a hand and all difficulties will be removed.” 
Thus uninformed men will judge. And in spite 
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of all assurance that only a union on the basis 
of doctrinal unity is the goal of the new enter- 
prise, it will be a union without true unity because 
doctrinal differences arc ignored. 


More Differences Now Than Before 


But God in heaven knows, and all who are 
well acquainted with the position of our opponents 
know that not one of the old differences has ever 
been settled, that there are even more differences 
now than there were thirty years ago. For in 
addition to the original differences there is now 
also a basic difference concerning the inspiration 
and inerrancy of the Holy Scriptures. The old 
still unsettled differences are those concerning 
the doctrines of the Church and the ministry, of 
conversion and predestination, of justification, of 
Sunday and open questions, and of the last things. 

The Confessional Lutheran and all those 
among us who cling to the old truth and to our 
old Scriptural practice will keep their eyes open 
They will continue to warn of danger and to 
spread information regarding existing differences. 
They will watch the progress of the new union 
movement and will strongly withstand all union 
without real unity. And our Risen Savior who 
also sees what is going on will continue to bless 
their testimony and their struggle for the victory 
of the truth. 

J. Buencer. 


@® The Sad Story of Bad Boll 


A Complete Picture 


During the period from June 23 to July 25, 
1948, at Bad Boll in Germany three seminars. 
each of nine days duration, were held which were 
attended by some leading men of the Missouri 
Synod and members of various German provin- 
cial churches, most of them Lutherans, Much 
has been said in the publications of our synod 
about the good that is supposed to have been ac 
complished at Bad Boll. But the dark side of the 
picture must also be shown lest we be misled 
into the illusion that all is well with Lutheranism 
in Germany and our relations to it. 

We certainly do not blame those Missourians 
who took part in the Bad Boll meetings for mak- 
ing contact with leading Lutherans of the German 
churches and for arranging meetings at which 
vital points of doctrine could be discussed. Nor 
was there anything wrong with the themes that 
were presented for discussion. They brought out, 
beside a certain degree of agreement, incisive dif- 
ferences which exist between true Lutheranism 
and that shade of Lutheranism which in the 
course of time has developed in Germany. 
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The Inherent Fault of German Theology 

It is gratifying to read of the breakdown of 
the liberal German theology. For this destruc- 
tive theology was instrumental in undermining 
and destroying the faith of the German people 
and in robbing them of their Bible. Some good 
testimony was heard by men who called for a 
return to the old truth as set forth in the Con- 
fessions of the Lutheran Church. And still, past 
experiences should caution us not to be over- 
enthusiastic and not to expect too much of this 
movement. The Church of Germany had a 
similar opportunity to return to the old truth 
after the breakdown of vulgar rationalism during 
the first half of the 19th century. This so-called 
vulgar rationalism which denied all essential truths 
of the Christian religion and retained nothing but 
vague ideas of a God, virtue (Tugend), and im- 
mortality of the soul had swept over England and 
Germany and had almost choked all spiritual life 
in the Church. When, around the middle of the 
past century, new spiritual life awoke; when, at 
universities and in many churches throughout the 
country, the voice of the old Gospel was heard 
again, a mighty wave like the breath of spring 
went through the whole Protestant Church, Not 
in the Lutheran Church only, but in the various 
Reformed churches also, witnesses for the truth 
of the Gospel arose. Christians who had suffered 
spiritual starvation for many years responded to 
the call of the Gospel. Many churches in which 
the old Gospel was again proclaimed were filled 
to capacity. A new zeal for mission work also 
went hand in hand with this movement. At that 
time the Missouri Synod had not yet broken off 
fraternal relations with the Lutheran churches 
of Germany, hoping that the true Lutheran spirit 
might more and more gain ascendency. 

And still there was a worm gnawing at the 
very heart of this new life which arose in the 
Church. This was the peculiar type of “theology” 
which was taught at all universities. The sound 
Lutheran principle that “whatever is not Biblical 
is not theological” which had been thoroughly 
discarded during the reign of rationalism was 
nowhere resuscitated at the universities. Without 
exception, theology was considered and _ treated 
as a “science” in the customary sense of the 
word, a science beside other sciences, such as, 
é. g., medicine, natural history, etc. The Bible 
was to some extent restored to its former place 
as the source of all teaching and preaching in the 
churches, but. the doctrine of plenary and verbal 
inspiration had been discarded in the theology 
of the universities as “unscientific.” 

The total apostasy from the Lutheran truth 
became glaringly evident during the controversy 
on predestination, so that the Synodical Confer- 
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ence saw itself constrained to break off fraternal 
relations with the German State churches and to 
restrict fellowship only to the Lutheran Free 
Church of Saxony and other States as it was 
called at that time. The condition in the various 
State churches went from bad to worse. The 
few theologians in Germany who still confessed 
the old faith were despised as backward and not 
worthy of any consideration, 

The catastrophic events of the first world war 
failed to bring about any important change in 
the nature of German theology, and the changes 
which took place in the structure of the Church 
were not of such consequence as to justify any 
interference on the part of our synod. If it is 
insinuated in The Story of Bad Boll, p. 7, that 
the leaders of the Missouri Synod at that time 
failed to avail themselves of a good opportunity 
to contact German theologians, this faultfinding 
is unfounded. It took the total collapse which 
followed the second world war to shake up and 
smash the whole structure of a church which did 
not rest on the Word of God alone. The hollow- 
ness and worthlessness of modern theology be- 
came so evident to all, that it could no longer be 
considered as a factor in church life. This was 
indeed a propitious time for Lutherans to rally 
and save what could be saved in the general col- 
lapse. This situation offered a greater oppor- 
tunity for true Lutherans to help direct the 
newly awakened Lutheranism in Germany into 
sound and safe channels. 


Suffering Under a Fatal Drawback 

However, even at this time stich an effort was 
hampered by a twofold disadvantage. In_ the 
first. place the movement among Lutherans to 
return to a sound Scriptural and confessional 
status suffered from the very beginning under 
a fatal drawback. Just as the entire theology of 
the 19th century, including the Lutheran wing, 
was dominated by the ideas of Schleiermacher, 
who in the géneral opinion of that time was con- 
sidered as the greatest theologian of that century, 
so the theology of the present age in Germany is 
to a great extent dominated by the confused ideas 
of Barth, Although some good testimony was . 
heard at Bad Boll against eccentricities of Barth- 
ianism, even the best of German theologians are 
not free from the influence of Barthian_prin- 
ciples. 

The second disadvantage lies in the fact that 
all Lutherans who studied in the German state 
universities have been imbued with the false con- 
ception of “theology” as a “science.” Nor is an 
agreement on the true nature of theology possible 
as long as one side denies the plenary and verbal 
inspiration of the Holy Scriptures. In this re- 
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spect even those Lutherans in Germany who now 
voice the sound slogan “Back to Scriptures,” 
“Back to Luther,” “Back to the Lutheran Con- 
fessions,” share the faulty conceptions of numer- 
ous members of the American Lutheran Church 
and the United Lutheran Church in America who 
restrict the inspiration of the Scriptures to things 
pertaining to Christian faith and life, but assume 
errors, or at least the possibility of errors, in the 
Scriptures in historical and similar matters which 
lie in the sphere of “science.” 


Shortcomings Evident at Bad Boll 

This shortcoming became very evident at 
Bad Boll. While Missourian theologians freely 
confessed their faith in the verbal and plenary 
inspiration of an errorless Bible, the German 
theologians urged the false principle of restrict- 
ing inspiration to what emphasizes Christ (,,was 
Christum treibt’). The old error, that Luther 
did not believe the inspiration of the entire Bible, 
but only of that which has reference to Christ, 
has been thoroughly disproved by Walther and 
Pieper. (Cp. Christliche Dogmatik, I, p. 334-360.) 
But it is being revamped in the American Lutheran 
Church and in the United Lutheran Church and 
by German theologians ad nauseam. Misinter- 
preted and misplaced statements of Luther which 
Luther never made with reference to inspiration 
have more weight with those theologians than the 
plain words of Christ “Scripture cannot be 
broken” (John 10, 35), and the testimony of 
St. Paul that “all Scripture is given by inspira- 
tion of God” (II Tim. 3, 16), and other clear 
Statements of Scripture. For this restriction of 
inspiration to matters of Christian faith and life, 
and this denial of plenary inspiration, the pious 
expression “Christocentric” attitude toward the 
Scriptures has been invented, while verbal in- 
spiration is misrepresented as a “mechanical dicta- 
tion theory.” As long as these basic differences 
have not been settled, agreement. in any other 
doctrinal differences is practically impossible. For 
each side will always argue from different 
premises. 


Anticipating Fraternal Relations 


_ As far as the question of fraternal relations 
is concerned, we must keep in mind that in this 
case it was not a question of severing fraternal 
relations with such as have been in church fellow- 
ship with us, but rather of establishing fraternal 
relations with members of churches with which 
we have not been in fellowship for many decades. 
The excuse that it was necessary to treat these 
men as brethren in faith in order to win them for 
the full truth is not valid. Questions of church 
fellowship must be decided on Scriptural grounds, 


not by opportunism. Besides, it is very well pos- 
sible to discuss doctrinal differences in a kind and 
friendly manner without weakening and neutraliz- 
ing our testimony by anticipating fraternal rela- 
tions which do not yet exist. But again and again, 
in The Story of Bad Boll our attention is directed 
to the fact that throughout the discussions 
fraternal relations among the participants were 
in evidence. 

This unnecessary and premature fraternizing 
without unity in doctrine was not only a sin in 
itself since it constituted unionism displeasing to 
God, but had otherwise evil effects. Here was 
an opportunity to assist struggling Lutherans to 
steer the right way through the labyrinth of Ger- 
man Church affairs. It was of the highest im- 
portance for the Lutherans to keep themselves 
separate from the great syncretistic Evangelical 
Church in Germany which was in the making 
and which was to embrace all kinds of confessions, 
Not only Lutherans and Reformed and so-called 
Evangelicals, but all shades of creeds which could 


-still be called Christian were welcome in this great 


unionistic fusion of churches. Staying away 
from this great unionistic enterprise and keeping 
in close contact with true Lutherans, these men 
might have come step by step toa fuller knowledge 
of the truth and eventually become a valuable 
addition to the Lutheran Free Church of Ger- 
many. The good testimony of such men as Pas- 
tor Hopf and the Schwabach Convent bade fain 
to high expectations. At Bad Boll Bishop H. 
Meiser of Bavaria still spoke excellent words: 
“There is the attempt to unite churches, and all 
distinctive characteristics of Lutheranism are to 
be erased, and Lutheran Christians are to be toler- 
ated merely as Christians with a few unique pat- 
terns, but not with a confessional distinctiveness. 
The question confronting us really is: Will the 
Lutheran Church as a Lutheran Church con- 
tinue, or will the Lutheran Church be buried at 
Tisenach (the meeting of EKiD)? This prompts 
us to say that the voice of Lutheran theology 
must be sounded clearly, and to this end the meet- 
ing at Bad Boll must serve. The first and fore- 
most problem at Bad Boll is: We must again 
rehabilitate ourselves as Lutherans.” (The Story 
of Bad Boll, p. 13.) What an excellent oppor- 
tunity the meeting at Bad Boll offered to show 
these men that the only way to save the Lutheran 
Church in Germany consisted in keeping separate 
from the Evangelical Church in Germany and at 
the same time keeping in close touch with other 
Lutherans. 


Meeting Statementarian Missourians 


But at Bad Boll these German Lutherans met 
Missourians who no longer held nor practiced 
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the old Scriptural principles of church fellowship 
as taught in the Missouri Synod, but who were 
influenced by the false principles of the “44.” In 
fact some of the participants at Bad Boll were 
signers of the Statement of the “44.” No wonder 
the German theologians were highly surprised at 
the treatment they met at the hands of the Mis- 
sourians. They did not know that at present the 
Missouri Synod is no longer united in one mind 
and in uniform practice, but that in its midst two 
factions are strongly opposed to each other over 
basic questions of church fellowship; and that they 
did not hear the voice of those Missourians who 
continue in the old paths, but of those who em- 
brace laxer principles of church fellowship. 
Furthermore, those German theologians were 
given an entirely wrong picture of the state of 
the Lutheran Church in the United States. They 
were told “that all Lutheran bodies in the 
U.S. A. accept the Augsburg Confession as the 
norm of Lutheran doctrine and the other Con- 
fessions as witnesses of the truth.” They were 
told of “the unwavering adherence to its Confes- 
sions, particularly to the Augustana.” (The 
Story of Bad Boll, p. 15.) They were told “that 
the Galesburg Platform (Lutheran pulpits for 
Lutheran ministers, and Lutheran altars for Lu- 
theran communicants), which is generally recog- 
nized by American Lutheran synods, presupposes 
doctrinal unity for altar fellowship.” (The 
Story of Bad Boll, p. 38). Only “isolated cases 
of serious aberrations from the Lutheran posi- 
tion” are admitted. Hearing all this, the German 
theologians could not but gain the impression that 
the synods now constituting the U. L. C. A. and 
the A. L. C., with which the Missouri Synod had 
had heated controversies for many decades, were 
now won over to the Missouri position and were 
in beautiful harmony with Missouri in doctrine 
and practice. Of course they could not know 
that for more than thirty years representatives 
of the Missouri Synod and of the American Lu- 
theran Church have tried 1 vain to produce a 
document which is to constitute a real agreement 
on those doctrines which had for many years been 
in controversy. In vain, for the simple reason 
that those two church bodies still disagree in 
those doctrines! Nor could those German theo- 
logians know that, as far as real unity in doctrine 
and in practice with the U. L. C. A. ts concerned, 
the case is much more hopeless than with the 
A. LL. C. Must not these German theologians 
gain the impression that, i spite of minor dis- 
crepancies, their own status as true and faithful 
Lutherans was fully recognized and approved by 
the whole Lutheran Church of America? Must 
niet this impression weaken and shatter in them 
whatever thoughts they might have had of keep. 


ing themselves separate from the great unionistic 
confederation of German churches? If even the 
Missourians who had the reputation of being the 
strictest representatives of confessional Lutheran- 
ism had no word of warning for them against 
identifying themselves with the great Evangelical 
Church in Germany, why could they not carry 
on as the Lutheran wing of that church? Ac- 
cordingly, only a short time after the meeting at 
Bad Boll, those Lutherans, in spite of many 
warnings and pleadings of distressed Lutherans 
within the Lutheran provincial churches of Ger- 
many, definitely decided to join the united 
Evangelical Church in Germany in which ad- 
herents of various confessions are admitted to 
communion as a matter of principle. 


The Death of the Lutheran Church in Germany 
Outside of the Free Churches 


This, then is the sad outcome of the fight of 
Lutherans within the various provincial churches 
in Germany, Outside of the Lutheran Free 
Churches, the Lutheran Church in Germany is 
dead. Those Lutherans who were left in the 
various provincial churches now have no future 
as an independent church, but only as an integral 
part of the united Evangelical Church in Ger 
many. The only way to save their conscience 
and their status as a Lutheran church would now 
be for a group of them or for individual members 
to separate themselves from’ the EKiD, and we all 
know from experience how few will find that 
way. Prof H. Sasse of the theological faculty of 
the university of Erlangen was consistent and 
courageous enough to withdraw from the union- 
istic course which the other Lutherans were tak- 
ing and to join the Lutheran Free Church. In 
one of his letters he also expresses his deep dis- 
appointment and distress at the proceedings at 
Bad Boll and the course which things had taken. 
If these deliberations with German Lutherans are 
to be continued they must now be conducted on 
a new and much more unfavorable basis than was 
the case at Bad Boll. Those Lutherans are now 
definitely members of the united Evangelical 
Church in Germany. Having bound themselves 
to a false church, will they still be acknowledged 
and treated as faithful Lutherans and_ brethren 
in faith? Will the fraternizing go on indefinitely? 
In The Story of Bad Boll we are told on p. 63 
that “theological bridges have been built by the 
Missouri Synod in Europe. And these bridges 
— pontoon bridges at present -—- must be 
strengthened,” Within the Missouri Synod strong 
opposition will be voiced against this kind of 
theological bridges which would connect our 
synod with the Evangelical Church in Germany. 
They are actually bridges between erring Lu- 
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therans in the EKiD and some leading men of 
the Missouri Synod who have so far departed 
from the old ways that they, e. g., now deplore 
that they have ever applied Rom. 16, 17 to Lu- 
therans who disagree with us in doctrine and in 
practice. 


A False Doctrine of the Church 
and of Church Fellowship 


However, the false principles of the “44” not 
only made themselves felt in the unionistic ap- 
proach by anticipating fraternal relations with 
German Lutherans before doctrinal unity was 
obtained, but also in the testimony itself which 
was borne at Bad Boll. True, many precious 
truths were confessed at that meeting, truths 
which are heard in the Lutheran Church only, 
and which had heen completely forgotten and lost 
in the Lutheran State churches. But at the same 
time the testimony of Missouri, to some extent, 
lacked the clearness and purity which in former 
times was always characteristic of the testimony 
of the Missouri Synod. One difference between 
the “44” and those who stand for the old position 
of Missouri les in the doctrine of the Church 
and church fellowship. As the U. L. C. A. has 
always misunderstood and misapplied the truth 
that Christians are found in false churches also, 
so the “44” also in their Statement misused this 
truth in order to bolster unionistic aspirations, as 
shown in the Confessional Lutheran of August, 
1946, p. 92. We find the same flaw in The Story 
of Bad Boll. On p. 29 it is said of the unity of 
the Church: “The unity will manifest itself in 
the faith based on the pure Gospel (which may 
vary quantitatively) and the right administration 
of the Sacraments (fides quae creditur).” Also 
here, truths which must be distinguished are care- 
lessly confused. It is true that Word and Sacra- 
ment are the visible marks of the Church because 
the use of Word and Sacrament proves the fact 
that there are Christians at a certain place. It 
is also true that the Holy Ghost through Word 
and Sacrament creates and keeps the true spir- 
itual unity which binds together all true Christians 
in the world. But it is not correct to draw from 
these truths the inference that this unity of the 
Christian Church will manifest itself in the faith 
based on the pure Gospel and in the right admin- 
istration of the Sacraments. The true spiritual 
unity of the holy Christian Church is and remains 
for us on this earth an article of faith; we be- 
lieve it on the basis of Scripture, and it will not 
be manifested until we shall see it in the light 
of glory. 

As soon as the difference between the invisible 
and the visible Church, and the difference between 
the spiritual unity of the holy Christian Church 
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and the visible unity which exists, or may not 
exist, among visible church bodies is not clearly 
and distinctly taught, the door is open to union- 
istic practice. This lack of clearness makes itseli 
felt throughout the whole report of the discus- 
sions as given in The Story of Bad Boll. It ex- 
plains the anticipating of fraternal relations in 
spite of many basic differences, the most serious 
of which is a different conception of the inspira- 
tion of the Bible. 


An Offense to Our Brethren 


This conduct of the Missourian theologians 
at Bad Boll was not only a wrong against the 
German Lutherans who could not but be deceived 
and strengthened by it in the wrong course which 
they were going to take; it was also a wrong 
against our brethren in the Lutheran Free 
Churches in Germany. They were not yet ready 
to fraternize with Lutherans with whom they had 
for many years disagreed in certain points of 
doctrine and practice. The fact that the genuinely 
Lutheran spirit is by no means unable to over- 
come doctrinal differences and to reach unity in 
doctrine and practice is evidenced by the success 
with which the deliberations of our brethren with 
theologians of the former Breslau Synod were 
crowned. While in America, after discussions 
which covered a period of over three decades, no 
doctrinal unity could be reached between Mis- 
souri and the A. L. C. in spite of all leniency and 
yielding on the part of Missouri, the German 
Free Church and the former Breslau Synod were 
able to produce a document in which the differ- 
ences were scttled and a true union between these 
two church bodies was accomplished. 

We repeat that the whole proceedings at Bad 
Boll were in accord with the false principles as 
set forth in the Statement of the “44.” They 
were also in accord with an article published in 
the Lutheran Witness of March 8 under the head- 
ing “Ye Are the Salt of the Earth (Matt. 5, 13).’ 
We see the same enthusiastic expectation that in 
these latter days great things are in store for the 
Lutheran Church; the same false assumption that 
essentially all is well with the U. L. C. A. and 
the A. L. C. and that union with these two church 
bodies is indispensable if the Lutheran Church 
is to accomplish the great task which is waiting 
for it; the same unionistic approach to delibera- 
tions with Lutherans who still differ from us 
in doctrine and practice. 

The Sober Facts 

Over against these enthusiastic expectations 
and false principles we stress the sober facts that 
no real improvement has taken place in the 
U. L. C. A. and in the A. L. C. in recent years; 
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that the spirit of modernism, indifferentism, and 
unionism which to some extent was always present 
in these church bodies has grown worse than 
before; that as far as the Missouri Synod is con- 
cerned the spirit of indifference and unionism has 
entered it and is growing worse and worse espe- 
cially since the publication of the Statement of 
the “44.” The nearer we come to the end of 
days the less we may expect great things for the 
Church. According to Scripture the last days of 
the world will be days in which Christian faith 
and love will be at a low ebb, 


The Question — To Be or Not To Be 
a Savory Salt 

It is true that through God’s undeserved grace 
the Missouri Synod has been the salt of the 
earth for about a century. But we are also aware 
of the solemn and heart-rending warning which 
our Lord adds to His comforting words: “But 
if the salt have lost his saver, wherewith shall it 
be salted? It is thenceforth good for nothing 
but to be cast out and to be trodden under foot 
of men.” 

Let us continue to insist that there be a 
return to the old way, which, under God’s bless- 
ing, once made the Missouri Synod a salt of the 
earth, and abide by that way. J. Burncrr. 


@® “A Reaffirmation” 
A. C. Dahins, Chicago, IIl. 

“A Reaffirmation” has appeared. 
come. 

There had to be an answer to “A Statement” 
issued in 1945. The convention of The Lutheran 
Church — Missouri Synod in 1947 gave no 
direct answer to questions provoked by that docu- 
ment, which challenged the old position of Mis- 
souri. Only the setting aside of the troublesome 
1938 Resolutions and re-emphasis of the Brief 
Statement gave indication that Synod means to 
abide by its old position. Theses have been issued 
and pamphlets have been published, and brethren 
have debated, and officials have pleaded for pres- 
ervation of unity; but no clear-cut declarations 
have come forth and Romans 16:17 has become 
more and more ‘difficult’ to the understanding of 
Jaity, clergy, and professors. Forbidden fellow- 
ship is being practiced, and voices raised in objec- 
tion are being ignored or condemned. Something 
had to be done to clarify the issue of unionism 
in Missouri. 

“A Reaffirmation” was carefully prepared, 
studied and debated, and finally adopted. Its 
preparation was no secret. The confession it has 
brought must be given to the public, especially to 
the clergy of Missouri. The men who have signed 
and adopted the document are sure of their 


It had to 


ground. It is in agreement with Scripture, and 
it repeats the confession of the fathers. The 
document has been made public in an orderly 
and dignified fashion, with a plea to the synod 
and its officials to set our house in order. The 
men who have signed the document have carried 
out a duty. 

Many brethren have hailed the confession 
with open delight and gratitude. Officials, in 
public utterances, have been insistent that publica- 
tion of this document had not been approved by 
them; but no one had sought such approval. 

There should be general rejoicing over a state- 
ment that is in agreement with the Scriptures, the 
Lutheran Confessions, and the Brief Statement 
of the Missouri Synod. Laymen who have read 
this declaration have readily recognized the cor- 
rectness of our old “Missourian stand and were 
eager to sign it; many more signatures could 
have been obtained if they had been sought. 
Clergymen who have read the declaration read in 
it the voice of the fathers and their own stand 
and would be ready to sign it; but officialdom is 
frowning, and strangely silent over the truths 
confessed. 

The committee which issued the document 
clearly identified all signers to the document be- 
fore carrying out instructions on publishing it. 
An open invitation is now given to all brethren 
to support this confession publicly and privately. 
Registrations may be sent to the Chicago Study 
Club, Hf. D. Mensing, Corr. Sec’y, Tinlet Park, 
Illinois. 

May the Lord’s blessing rest upon “A Re- 
affirmation” and help Missouri cling to its old 
anchors in a Scriptural position on the issue of 
unionism in its confession and practice. 


ON THE UNION FRONT 


Augustana Rejects Plan of 
Missouri College of Presidents 

“Minneapolis, Minn. — The Augustana Lu- 
theran Church, at its 90th annual synod here, 
endorsed the action of its president, Dr. P. O. 
Bersell, in rejecting a method for seeking Lu- 
theran unity proposed by the Lutheran Church — 
Missouri Synod.” 

(Dr. Bersell was referring to a proposal which 
originated with the Missouri Synod College of 
Presidents this spring.) 

“In the annual president’s message, Dr. Ber- 
sell disclosed that he had been invited by Dr. J. 
W. Behnken, Missouri Synod president, to serve 
on a national inter-Lutheran committee which 
would endeavor to bring about denominational 
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unity through free conferences of pastors and 
laymen.” (Lutheran Outlook, July, p, 223.) 


Outside Interference 


“This proposal had been rejected by the Aug- 
ustana president on the grounds that the eight 
bodies which have been working together for so 
long a time in the National Lutheran Council 
should first be given an opportunity ‘to find their 
common denominator as far as union is concerned 
without any outside interference’.” (Tbid., p. 219.) 


The N. L. C. Plan 


“At the invitation of Dr. Bersell, representa- 
tives of the eight National Lutheran Council 
bodies met in Minneapolis last January and 
formed a ‘Committee of Thirty-Four’ to study the 
desirability of merger or federation. A ‘Sub- 
committee of Fifteen’ has prepared a_ report 
urging organic union of the eight bodics as the 
ultimate objective, and pending such a merger, 
the formation of a federation. 

“After Dr. Bersell had finished his message, 
the Augustana Synod adopted the following reso- 
lution relating to the unity question: 

“We approve the efforts being made to achieve 
eventual organic unity of all Lutheran Church 
bodies ; we endorse the endeavors to attain a closer 
affiliation among the participating bodies in the 
National Lutheran Council; and we support and 
commend the position of our president and his 
associates on our Lutheran unity committee that 
the eight church bodies of the National Lutheran 
Council should be given an opportunity to attain 
closer affiliation in order thereby to hasten the 
eventual organic unity of the Lutheran Church.” 
(Ibid., p. 223-224.) 


Delays Are Outlawed 


Lutheran Herald of June 28, p. 642, gives 
Dr. Bersell’s position in further detail: 

“ “After this,’ he said, ‘the approach can justi- 
fiably be made to other bodies that up to this 
time have definitely refused to work with us even 
through such an agency as the National Lutheran 
Council.’ 

“Privately, he expressed the opinion to this 
writer that Missouri’s proposal was a method by 
which attainment of unity could definitely be 
delayed by those interested in doing so.” 

One Rose Among the Thorns 

Regarding Augustana’s decision the Editor of 
the Lutheran Standard (July 2, p. 9) states that 
“all of us must agree that it has the extreme virtue 


of being frank. The world now knows where the 
Augustana Synod stands.” 
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He adds that this issue cannot be fully de- 
cided by the American Lutheran Church until its 
convention in 1950, 


The Standard’s Editor gives his opinion in the 
issue of July 16, p. 9: “The Missouri Synod 
wants the rest of us to do nothing until we do 
some more discussing. With this I disagree. 
Pray, tell me, what have we been doing all these 
years but discussing and discussing and dis- 
cussing ?” 


Want No Stalemate 

The Iowa District of the American Lutheran 
Church has not delayed stating its position. It 
wants to make haste. It “recommended the for- 
mation of a Lutheran federation (as proposed. 
by the ‘Cominittee of Fifteen’) as the best pos- 
sible step toward Lutheran unity which can be 
taken now. Such a step, the district felt, is neces- 
sary ‘to avoid a continuing stalemate.’ A federa- 
tion of National Lutheran Council bodies may 
lead, in time, to the ultimate unity of al! 
Lutherans in the opinion of the district.” (Tbid., 
p. 10.) 


The U. L. C. Declines, Too 


The Lutheran, Aug. 24, p. 4-5, states: “Mis- 
sourt Synod Lutherans think the Lutheran 
denominations of America will be obliged to 
straighten up differences in their teaching before 
Lutheran unity can be considered. Dr. J. W. 
Behnken, Missouri Synod president, had requested 
U. L. C. President Franklin Clark Fry to share 
in calling ‘free conferences . . . to establish exist~ 
ing agreement and to remove existing differences. 

“This month the U. L. C. Executive Board 
made clear that it doesn’t believe there are basic 
differences in teachings among American Lu- 
therans which should prevent Lutheran union. 


“Tt restated the opinion of the 1944 U. L. C. 
convention that union is now possible ‘on the basts 
of our common official subscription to the historic 
confessions of the Lutheran Church (especially 
the Unaltered Augsburg Confession and Luther's 
Small Catechism’). 

“United Lutherans had said in 1944 that they 
would not set up any standards of true Lutheran 
teaching except those established in the days of 
the Reformation. ‘We will impose no tests Of 
Lutheranism’ in addition to the historic confes~ 
sions, and ‘we will submit to no tests’ other than 
these. 

“The U. L. C. Executive Board advised Dr. 
Fry on August 11 not to become ‘a member of 
the suggested national inter-Lutheran comunittee 
to arrange the conferences.” 


SEMEN EVE 
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The U. E. L. C. 

The United LEvangelical Lutheran Church 
(Danish), at its 1949 convention, went on record 
as emphatically in favor of a merger as soon as 
possible, with the American Lutheran Church, 
the (Norw.) Evangelical Lutheran Church, or any 
other “interested bodies.” (Lutheran Outlook, 


July, p. 217.) 


The Lutheran Free Church 


The Lutheran Free Church, at its Annual 
Conference, stood against “an organic union of 
our Church with the member bodies of the Na- 
tional Lutheran Council,” favored some sort of 
“federation,” voted to be officially represented on 
the “committee of 34,” but otherwise would not 
commit itself definitely. (Thid., p. 216.) 

The L. IF. C. does not fear the unionism in- 
volved in closer affiliation within the N. L. C. 
It rather fear that some super-organization might 
cramp its latitudinarianism. 


The Principle of Unionism 

All of these developments indicate that the 
bodies within the N. L. C. are infested with the 
spirit of unionism, i. ¢., fellowship to he practiced 
on the basis of the best possible bargain that can 
be struck, not on full doctrinal agreement. 

This theme is aptly intoned in an article in 
the Lutheran Outlook, August, p. 234-236, on 
“Uniting Lutheran Forces,” by John TF, Palm. 
There is a long quotation from Dr. Truman B. 
Douglas, a non-Lutheran. Some highlights from 
the quotation: “We are learning that DIFFERENCE 
need not result in pivision. ... We have to start 
with the recognition that every denominational 
tradition has guarded, developed and expressed 
an authentic form of Christian discipleship, and 
that we should all be poorer if any of these 
peculiar gifts to the common life were lost.” 

Wouldn’t it be nice if we would be “poorer” 
through the elimination of “these peculiar gifts” : 
The psychological mystery in conversion, the two 
forms in election, the millennialism, the thts- 
worldliness, the manifold vagaries and denials, 
and the principle of unionism embodied in the 
“denominational traditions” of the N. L. C. 
bodies. 

Mr. Palm reaches this climax: “But, surely, 
our Lord’s original conception of ‘one fold and 
one Shepherd’ was immensely bolder, for, in the 
case of professed Christians, there is presumable 
such an extent of regenerative process, and such 
a degree of faith, as to render them accessible to 
whatever reconciling and unifying influences the 
religion of Jesus may furnish. And to say that 
they are proof against all such divine influences 


is to condemn them as incorrigible hypocrites!” 
The writer has rationalized himself into a vicious 
climax, the gist of which is: Have religious fel- 
folwship with all other professed Christians or 
you are a hypocrite! 

In countless other articles and notes on 
church fellowship and union in the N. L. C. Lu- 
theran press, one finds similar devices of logical 
fallacy and ignoring of God’s warnings in Scrip- 
‘ture. Many of them in their enthusiasm, like 
Mr. Palm, rush in headlong and prove too much; 
for their conclusions, if true, would compel all 
professed Christians to have fellowship with each 
other regardless of denomination, and that im- 
mediately, and on grounds of conscience. 

We do not say that these folks are consciously 
deceiving themselves or others. They may be 
sincere and of likable personality. But unionism 
is a malicious malady, and they seem to have in- 
fected themselves with it to the point of incur- 
ability. 


A Different Spirit 


The conclusion is forced upon us, in view of 
the facts, that N. L. C. Lutherans possess a 
different spirit from that which is so clearly set 
forth in the Brief Statement of the Doctrinal Po- 
sition of the Missouri Synod, The latter stands 
squarely upon clear Scripture. Note Pars. 28-29. 
The former must resort to the familiar forms of 
rationalizing and cisegesis (compare the unionist’s 
treatment of Rom. 16:17) which have always 
had to serve as the props of unionism. 


They Know What They Want 


By resolution, the bodies within the N. L. C. 
have now taken their place at the bargain counter 
of federation and union. Their direction is de- 
termined. They are ignoring Rom. 16, 17 and 
the Scriptural principle, and are operating with 
a watered-down confessional principle. They are 
speaking frankly. They are finished with doctrinal 
studying, re-studying, and discussing. They 
know what they want. Do we of the Synodical 
Conference know what we want? 

The College of Presidents of the Missouri 
Synod would have done better to make proposals 
for the clarifying of the atmosphere within the 
Synodical Conference, and especially for the re- 
jection of the Statementarian errors within the 
Missouri Synod. At the Central District pastoral 
conference in June, the College of Presidents’ 
proposal was under discussion. A man, whose 
name we cannot recall, arose to suggest that it 
might be wiser to sweep our own synodical door- 
step, before we undertake to cleanse others. 
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Unionistic Practice 


The picture would not be complete without a 
few notes as to the practice which flows from 
the unionistic principle within N. L. C. bodies. 
The Lutheran, news organ of the United Lutheran 
Church, June 29, p. 36, reports: “Ten men were 
graduated from Northwestern Theological Semi- 
nary on May 13... . Graduates are Anthony 
Michael Coniaris, to serve as sub-deacon in St. 
Mary’s Greek Orthodox Church, Minneapolis; 
J. Ellsworth Jacobsen, who goes to serve with 
Danish Synod .. .” (several men for U. L. C. 
service are named here) “... John J. Pappas, for 
priesthood of Greek Orthodox Church...” The 
Northwestern Lutheran Theological Seminary, 
Minneapolis, is an institution of the United Lu- 
_ theran Church. : 

A correspondent sends us a big sheaf of copies 
of the Lutheran Student, published by the Uni- 
versity of Minnesota chapter of the Lutheran 
Student Association, student organization of the 
N. L. C. He writes: “Here is one long volume 
of unionism, and what not.” Sure enough. Pag- 
ing through the copies (mimeo) and programs 
we find such things as these: Speakers for the 


L. S. A. meetings from the Presbyterian, Church” 


of Christ, and Christian Scientist communions, 
from the World Student Christian Association; 
Lutheran students advised to join in the World 
Day of Prayer program, sponsored by the Stu- 
dent Religious Council of the University, and 
urged to attend a Religion in Life weck service at 
a Baptist Church, and to sing in the choir for 
the occasion; soloist at a mecting from a Jewish 
synagog, etc. 


Wartburg President’s Unionism 


A mimeographed letter, signed by the Secre- 
tary of the Dubuque Ministerial Association, dated 
March 30, 1949, is at hand. It contains an- 
nouncements of services which later took place. 
We quote: “The annual noon-day Holy Week 
services will be held this year in the sanctuary of 
the First Congregational Church instead of the 
Grand Theater which has been done for many 
years... . Dr. Bernard J. Holm, President of 
Wartburg Seminary, will preach the sermon each 
day and will be assisted by members of the Du- 
buque Ministerial Association with prayers and 
Scripture reading.” 


Prayer Still Demanded 


The Editor of the American Lutheran Church’s 
Lutheran Standard speaks of A. L. C. — Missouri 
discussions of Lutheran union and unity, and 
says that they ought to be “brotherly.” Then he 
adds: “Joint, fervent prayer to our God at joint 


discussions of the subjects will help to make the, 


discussions brotherly.” (July 16, p. 9.) 

This has been the constant, and sometimes 
stubborn and unbrotherly, demand made upon us 
on the part of A. L. C. men. There is nothing 
we can do but to insist, on our part, on the proper 
principle, as stated in the Proceedings of the 
Oklahoma District, 1937:-“Persistent adherence 
to false teaching or to a sinful life form a barrier 
against joint prayer.” Rom. 16, 17; 2 Thess. 
3, 6. Adherence to false teaching for about 100 
years, as in the case of the A. L. C. constituents, 
is rightly classed as “persistent.” 


A. V. Kuster. 


@® What Our Readers Say 


“T am convinced that the work which your 
paper is intending to accomplish and most as- 
suredly is accomplishing is truly the work which 
we have been given of the Lord to do, that of 
building His kingdom among men, We there- 
fore remember you in our prayers. May the 
Lord bless your efforts in the interest of true 
Lutheran unity for the sake of our Redeemer!” 
—~ Pastor, Colorado 


“T am with your policies and views one-hun- . 


dred per cent. in the struggle for ‘confessional- 
ism’.” — Milwaukee pastor. 


“I enjoy reading every issue of the Confes- ~ 


sional Lutheran and thank the Lord for having 
given us this publication to help preserve true 
Lutheranism.” —- Pastor, Washington State. 


“May God give you wisdom and courage to 
fight the good fight of faith to the glory and 
honor of His Name!’ — Pastor, Illinois. 


“Receiving the Confessional Lutheran at our 
institution without doubt means enrichment of 
our library and it will certainly find interested 
readers here, among the professors as well as 
among the students.” — South America. 
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@ On Rebuking Leaders 
in the Church 


The greater a leader is, particularly a prince 
of the church, so much less shall we suffer his 
vices, but should rebuke them most sharply. For 
it is not proper that the Word of God should be 
bound (II Tim. 2, 9) out of consideration for 
any man, and it knows no distinction of persons, 


in itself is God, whom we must obey more than 
men. — Luther’s Works, St. Louis Edit., XVIII, 
1066f. 


Submitted by Dr. P. E. Kretzmann, 


@® Sacramental Fanaticism Enjoys 
A Roman Holiday 


. . . Whom does Christ rebuke in the Gospel? 
The common people? Is it not rather the mighty 
alone? ... Human greatness is to be respected, 
that I admit, but only — when that can be done 
— without detriment to the Word of God, which 


The toleration of public errors of sacra- 
mentalists within the Missouri Synod in recent 
years is one instance illustrating its presidium’s 
long continued failure to correct abuses in time, 
with the result that there is more and more dis- 
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sension in our midst. Already several years ago 
Rev. B. von Schenck gave his peculiar views con- 
cerning the Sacrament the widest possible publicity 
through a book titled The Presence (cp. review in 
Confessional Lutheran, 1946, pp. 46-48), and no 
notice of a proper public correction by respon- 
sible officials of the many and serious errors of 
this publication has appeared to this day. Now 
the fanatical views of Rev, Fred Lindemann in 
the current Sacramental and Liturgical Move- 
ment, which has.a more or less direct relation 
also to the Union Movement, lie full-blown before 
us. Both authors are among the original forty- 
four signers of the deplorable anti-Missourian 
“Chicago” Statement. 


Paster Lindemann already in 1947-1948 
presented his perverted views rather fully in a 
series of articles in the liberal American Lutheran, 
of the editorial staff of which he is a member. 
More recently they were published in a special 
volume titled Until He Come. (Cp. review in 
Confessional Lutheran, August, 1949, pp. 90-94.) 
In a companion volume, Thy King Cometh, which 
has been submitted to us for review, the author 
has once more summarized his aberrations con- 
cerning the Sacrament in a preface (pp. 5-13), 
which is followed by fourteen sermons “ex- 
emplifying and illustrating and demonstrating 
how the sermon may serve its liturgical purpose.” 
(Our emphasis.) Such a purpose is set forth 
as the only purpose of the sermon recognized by 
the author in this volume. 


Two Basic Errors 

Two basic errors, rather intimately related, will 
help to explain many of the further errors into 
which the author has fallen. 

The first of these two basic errors is found 
in the author’s key statement: “Our Lord gave 
only one directive as to what His believers were 
to do when they gathered for corporate worship: 
This sole directive is to cat and drink to His 
memorial.” (P. 5.) Everyone of our readers 
should be able to recognize the untruth of such 
an assertion. As it reads, it does not even co 
rectly describe our Lord’s direction concerning 
the celebration of Holy Communion. But what 
is more, everyone should know that in, the Office 
of the Keys our Lord has laid into the hands of 
every local congregation the whole power of the 
Gospel and directed it to use it diligently. (Mt. 
18, 15-20; John 20, 19-23; Mk. 16, 15: Mt. 28 
18-20.) This direction certainly applies to the 
congregation’s corporate worship, in which it 
above all preaches the Gospel, seeks forgiven¢ 
of sins, renders prayer, thanks, and praise to G0 
and. furthers its faith and life through Word and 
Sacrament. To discuss this elementary princi? 
in all of its ramifications, which we do not at “d 
regard as necessary, would lead us too far afiel 
for our present purpose. 

The second basic error of the author, yy 
mately related to the first, as already said, is * 


vealed in his assertion: “Our Liturgy is Be 
Communion,” Again, everyone should know that 


this is simply not truce. Communion is one this 
our Liturgy is another thing. Tf by “the C™ 
munion” the author should mean (what he °° 
not say) the external form of the order of WO" 
ship known as the Order of Holy Communio® uw 
the Common Service of Christendom, this °° 
part, just a part, of our Liturgy, which is $° aa 
tensive that it takes quite a volume to embma® 
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it all. This is true whether one considers the 
Liturgy as it developed already in the carly ages 
of the Christian Church, or if one considers it 
as we have it today. Concerning the Liturgy in 
the ancient Christian Church the Lutheran Church 
has, for instance, in a connection in which it 
confesses its position in a matter just such as 
this, said, in its Book of Concord: “The Tri- 
partite History (Book 9, chapt. 33) testifies: 
Again in Alexandria every Wednesday and Fri- 
day the Scriptures are read, and the doctors ex- 
pound them, and all things are done, except the 
solemn rite of Communion.” (Augsburg Confes- 
sion, Art. XXIV; Trigl. Conc., p. 69.) A glance 
at our hymnal will show the richness of the 
Liturgy as it has developed and survived to this 
day in various orders of worship, with and with- 
out Holy Communion, 


Symptoms of a Deep-Lying Disease 

Standing on the foundation of these two basic 
errors, Pastor Lindemann does not hesitate ta 
say: “A chief service on Sunday morning with- 
out the Holy Communion is a headless torso, a 
form of worship that ends prematurely before 
reaching the climax towards which the whole 
Liturgy aims.” In a review of the volume under 
discussion, in the Concordia Theological Monthly, 
May, 1949, p. 397, which came as a refreshing 
sign of life out of St. Louis, Dr. J. H. C. Fritz 
put this critical error in its proper place when he 
declared that “this is contrary to the plain teach- 
ing of the Lord, our Savior, Himself... Mk. 16, 
15-16a,” etc.; and again “ ‘The chief service on 
Sunday morning without Holy Communion a 
headless torso!’ A torso, having no head, is a 
lifeless thing. Applying such a designation to u 
church service in which the Word of God is 
preached but Holy Communion is not administered 
is denying the all-sufficiency of the spoken Word 
to create, sustain, and strengthen faith.” Dr. 
Fritz has rightly dealt similarly with the state- 
ment that the sermon is merely “a preparation 
for the Lord’s Supper, as a part of the Liturgy 
that leads up to the point when Christ comes 
and the Real Presence is experienced.” (P. 11, 
our emphasis.) Later, in the body of the book 
before us, the author, while expressly speaking 
of the Church’s exclusive admission of only such 
at the celebration of the Lord’s Supper as pro- 
fess a living faith in the Lord Jesus, says: “Here 
the union of Christ’s body is effected. Here we 
become members of His body” (p. 135). This, 
as a matter of course, amounts to a plain denial 
that any such as are spoken of could have been 
members of Christ’s body before; and that they 
must become such again and again each time they 
participate in the celebration of Holy Com- 


munion. (Over against which ecp., e. g., the plain 
words of I Cor. 10, 17.) The confusion that 
exists in the author’s mind concerning the body 
of Christ given for us on the one hand, and His 
mystical body (the Church) on the other hand, 
is moreover apparent when he says: “The Body 
of Christ is a reality in heaven, The Body of 
Christ is a reality on earth in the Lord’s Supper. 
The Church is the Body of Christ” (p. 129); 
and again: “As we eat Christ’s Body, we become 
Christ’s Body” (p. 135). We may also add at 
this point that in a sermon on “The New 
Covenant” (pp. 61-69) the author says that “It 
is not enough that we are willing to accept freely 
all that God offers. There are certain conditions 
to be met by us” (p. 65) before God’s covenant 
of grace can be in force, rather than that he 
should speak of faith as a mere means through 
which we apprehend the grace of God, and a 
Christian life as the fruit of that faith. (Cp. 
Rom, 11, 5.) 


An Un-Lutheran, Unevangelical Spirit 

We regard Holy Communion very highly. We 
know what the Lutheran Church has had to say 
of it in its best days in many articles of its his- 


toric confession — concerning its true character, ¢ 


the frequency of its celebration, the form of the 
service in which it is traditionally incorporated, 
etc. — a detailed discussion of all of which would 
again lead us too far afield. Throughout our 
Church’s confession a truly evangelical spirit pre- 
vails, and we heartily agree with all of it. Un- 
fortunately we find an altogether different spirit 
in Pastor Lindemann’s publication. 

Pastor Lindemann, first of all, indulges in 
unlovely, unjust ridicule of those whose practice 
does not coincide with his own as regards the 
frequency of the celebration of Holy Communion: 
“Our people have been trained to indulge in an 
infrequent spasm of religiousness” (by which he 
means the celebration of Holy Communion) 
“when the pagan calendar tells them that it is 
again time to do so.” This he explains further: 
“The desire for Holy Communion must be reg- 
ulated so that it is felt only on the first Sunday 
of a month named after a pagan God. If such 
a month has five Sundays the faithful must post- 
pone Communion with their Lord another week 
because the pagan calendar determines when and 
how often the saints’ worship is to reach its his- 
torical climax.” (P. 8.) 

Even more serious is the author’s ridicule when 
it descends to the depth of rejecting the thought 
of worthy communing. He says of the Com- 
municant: “By next Sunday at eleven o’clock he 
must achieve ‘worthiness.’ If he is not ‘worthy’ 
by that time he will eat and drink ‘damnation’ 
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unto himself.” (P. 8.) The reader will recognize 
the reference to I Cor. 11, 27-29. The author 
thinks to have rid himself of the truth so plainly 
stated there, by the following crude fallacy of 
opposition: “St, Paul never expected his Corin- 
thians to be worthy, he was concerned only with 
the manner in which they communicated.” (P. 9.) 
It is not that such fanaticism as that represented 
by Pastor Lindemann has given up the clear 
Ward of Scripture for reason; its teaching rather 
runs counter to both Scripture and reason. Con- 
sider, e. g., also what immediately follows: “In 
the Small Catechism Luther followed St. Paul. 
He asks not ‘Who is worthy’ but ‘Who receivet 
worthily?’ ” One cannot help accusing the author 
of veritable blindness when he actually goes on to 
quote what Luther has said in answer to that 
question and yet fails to see in the Reformer’s 
reply an outright condemnation of his own un- 
Lutheran position: “.‘Fasting and bodily prepara- 
tion are indeed a fine outward training’ but it does 
not make worthy nor does it make the manner of 
reception worthy. ‘He is truly worthy and well 
prepared who has faith in these words, Given and 
shed for the remission of sins. And he who does 

not believe, or doubts, is unworthy and unpre- 
' pared’.”” (P. 9. Our emphasis.) One might 
here also add what the Lutheran Church has said, 
e. g., in the Augsburg Confession, Art. XXIV, 5: 
“Tf any be fit for it... . For none are admitted 
except they be first examined.” (Trigl. Con., 
p. 65.) 

With the communicant’s true worthiness the 
author also expressly denounces his becoming 
preparation for Holy Communion: “He submits 
to a routine of preparation,” etc. (P. 8.) Pastor 
Lindemann merely demonstrates once more that 
his views are out of harmony with what God 
teaches in His Word through the holy Apostle 
(“Let a man examine himself” etc.) and with 
Luther and the whole Lutheran Church, who have 
given this matter such a prominent place, e. g., 
in the Sixth Chief Part of the Catechism as well 
as elsewhere in the historic confession of our 
Church. In the Apology of the Augsburg Con- 
fession it is said, e. g.: “With us many use the 
Lord’s Supper willingly and without constraint 
every Lord’s Day, but after having been first in- 
structed, examined, whether they know and under- 
stand anything of the Lord’s Prayer, the Creed, 
and the Ten Commandments, and absolved.” 
(Art. XV, 1; Trigl. Conc., p. 325; our emphasis.) 

There should be little need of further words. 
The question that keeps on insistently forcing it- 
self upon us is: How long does the presidium 
of the Missouri Synod think such errors as those 
which are revealed here can be borne? How much 
dissention does it suppose must be permitted to 


be created before Synod can be expected to take 

a hand in the matter and put an end to it in no 

uncertain terms? , 
P. H. B. 


© Our Lutheran Brethren 
in Finland 


The Free Evangelical Lutheran Church of 
Finland celebrated the twenty-fifth anniversary of 
its inception, in 1948. In commemoration of the 
event it published a well written and illustrated 
historical memento of 32 pages in an English 
translation by J. Hirsto under the title: “The 
Free Evangelical Lutheran Church of Finland: 
Origination and Activity, 1923-1948, Told in 
Simple Words.” The publication is dedicated 
“to our dear brethren in foreign countries” by 
the Board of Directors of the Free Ev. Luth. 
Church of Finland. 

Approximately 96% of the population of Fin- 
land belong to the State Church, which is Lu- 
theran in name. Ministers and members of the 
State Church are not required to bind themselves 
to the doctrine of the Book of Concord even with 
regard to fundamental principles. In a rather 
interesting way some evangelical souls, dissatisfied 
with the theology they had learned at Helsinki 
University, came to learn of the Missouri Synod 
and of faithful Lutherans in other countries in 
the early 1920’s. Pastor Theo. Hanssen, then 
in Bremer, Iowa, (died 1948 in Chicago Heights, 
Illinois) “had taken an interest in Esperanto and, 
on looking for religious periodicals in the 
Esperanto language, had heard of one being 
published in Finland. It was issued by an evan- 
gelical pastor. The resulting correspondence 
made us acquainted with the Missouri Synod and, 
in the same connection, also with all the other 
faithful Lutheran Churches in foreign countries.” 
A period of witnessing to the truth within the 
State Church followed, and, after fruitless efforts 
to bring about the necessary correction, separa- 
tion took place, a number of small Free Evan- 
gelical Lutheran Congregations being established 
in 1923. In the same year, Rev. A. A. Uppala- 
Wegelius, now president of our brethren in Fin- 
land, graduated from our Concordia Theological 
Seminary in St. Louis, Mo., after two years 
of study there. The actual organization of the 
Tree Ev. Lutheran Church of Finland took place 
in 1928. At present the church numbers but three 
pastors (Rev. A. A. Uppala-Wegelius, president; 
Rev. Kauko Valve, vice-president; Rev. V. I. 
Salonen, secretary) and seven active congrega- 
tions, spread over fifty-two localities, with a mem- 
bership numbéring less than 450 at its peak. 
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The above facts and statistics will indicate 
that the work of our brethren in Finland is of 
a very peculiar nature and beset by unusual diffi- 
culties. In each of thirty-three localities there is 
but one family or even (in twenty-two of these) 
a single soul in membership with one of the three 
congregations. In seventeen localities there are 
from two to nine such families. At only two 
localities are there more families. It is obvious 
what this means for the work of the pastors, 
for their young people, and for the children of 
these congregations. Since 1924, an_ official 
organ, called the Luterilainen (Lutheran) is 
being published. 

Every possible contact is sought by our 
brethren in Finland with faithful Lutherans in 
other countrics of Europe. In America such 
Finns are banded together in the “National Evan- 
gelical Lutheran Church,” but not a few are to 
be found also among the members of the Mis- 
souri Synod. 

We can be helpful to our brethren in Finland 
in a material way. (Relief packages addressed 
to our pastors there or to others whose names 

and addresses they can supply should not prove 
amiss.) On the other hand, their example of 
steadfastness amid the greatest difficulties should 
serve to strengthen us in our work in these days 
of destructive indifference and unionism. 
P. H. B, 


@ “A Little Leaven Leaveneth 
the Whole Lump” 


Galatians 5, 9 


Paul’s concern for them meant nothing to 
some of the Galatians. Many had disowned him 
as their teacher and gone over to the false 
apostles. No doubt the false apostles took every 
oceasion to defame Paul as a stubborn and con- 
temptuous fellow who thought nothing of dis- 
rupting the unity of the churches for no other 
reason than his selfish pride and jealousy. 

Others of the Galatians perhaps saw no harm 
in deviating a trifle from the doctrine of justifica- 
tion and faith. When they noticed that Paul made 
so much ado about a matter that seemed of no 
particular importance to them they raised their 
eyebrows and thought within themselves: “What 
if we did deviate a little from the doctrine of 
Paul? What if we are a little to blame? He 
ought to overlook the whole matter, and not make 
such an issue out of it, lest the unity of the 
churches be disturbed.” To this Paul replies: 
“A little leaven leaveneth the whole lump.” 

Our opponents record the same complaints 
about us. They put us down as contentious, ill- 


tempered fault-finders. But these are the crafty 
passes of the devil, with which he seeks to over- 
throw our faith, We answer with Paul: “A 
little leaven leaveneth the whole lump.” 

Small faults grow into big faults. To tolerate 
a trifling error inevitably leads to crass heresy. 
The doctrine of the Bible is not ours to take or 
to allow liberties with. We have no right to change 
even a tittle of it, When it comes to life we are 
ready to do, to suffer, to forgive anything our 
opponents demand as long as faith and doctrine 
remain pure and uncorrupt. The Apostle James 
says, “For whosoever shall keep the whole law 
and yet offend in one point, he is guilty of all.” 
This passage supports us over against our critics 
who claim that we disregard all charity to the 
great injury of the churches. We protest we 
desire nothing more than peace with all men. If 
they would only permit us to keep our doctrine 
of faith! The pure doctrine takes precedence 
before charity, apostles, or an angel from heaven. 

Let others praise charity and concord to the 
skies ; we magnify the authority of the Word and 
faith. Charity may be neglected at times without 
peril, but not the Word and faith. Charity suffers 
all things, it gives in. Faith suffers nothing; it 
never yields. Charity is often deceived, but is: 
never put out because it has nothing to lose; it 
continues to do well even to the ungrateful. When 
it comes to faith and salvation in the midst of lies 
and errors that parade as truth and deceive many, 
charity has no voice or vote. Let us not be in- 
fluenced by the popular cry for charity and unity. 
If we do not love God and His Word, what dif- 
ference does it make if we love anything at all? 

Paul, therefore, admonishes both teachers and 
hearers not to esteem lightly the doctrine of faith 
as if it were a toy with which to amuse oneself 
in idle hours. 


A Commentary on St. Paul's Epistle to 
the Galatians by Martin Luther. A new 
and abridged translation by Theodore 
Graebner, D. D. Zondervan Publishing 


House, Grand Rapids, Michigan. Pages 
231-233. —- Submitted by Dr. P. FE. 


Kretzmann. 


© Annual Mecting 


The annual meeting of the Confessional Lu- 
theran Publicity Bureau was held at St. James 
Lutheran Church, Chicago, Illinois, on Septem- 
ber 28, 1949. 

Letters of greeting were read, and proffered 
suggestions were discussed. There was much dis- 
cussion concerning plans for the future. The 
staff of the Confessional Lutheran was commended 
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for its efforts, and given every encouragement to 
proceed in the Lord’s name without wavering. 

An increase of over 20% in C. L. P. B. mem- 
berships of all three types, Regular, Contributing, 
and Sustaining, was reported. The Treasurer’s 
report again revealed that these many contribu- 
tors had put thousands of dollars at the disposal 
of the Bureau for its important work. 

The undersigned requested that he be relieved 
of his duties as Secretary, which request was 
honored. The following officers were re-elected: 
Rev. E. T. Lams, D. D., President; Rev. A. C. 
Dahms, First Vice-President; Rev. W. H. Mc- 
Laughlin, Second Vice-President; Rev. E. A. 
Wicedbusch, Treasurer; Dr. H. O. Lussky, mem- 
ber of the Board of Directors, three year term. 
The Rev. Paul G. Koch of La Crosse, Indiana, 
was elected Secretary. All elections were made 
unanimous. 

A. V. Kuster. 


@ A General Conversion 
of the Jews? 

Prof. W. Albrecht, Springfield, Illinois. 

In his chiliastic lecture, “A Sane Eschatology,” 
which Dr. E. Matzner delivered before the Iowa 
District of the American Lutheran Church in 
August, 1947, and to which the Iowa District 
subscribed, there is also a section on a future, 
quite general conversion of the Jews. 

Our faith as stated in paragraph 42 of the 
Brief Statement is: “With the Augsburg Con- 
fession (Art. XVII) we reject .. . that before 
the end of the world a universal conversion of 
the Jewish nation (of Israel according to the 
flesh) will take place. Over against this Scrip- 
ture clearly teaches, and we teach accordingly, 

. that there will be no general conversion, a 
conversion en masse, of the Jewish nation, Rom. 
11, 7; 2 Cor. 3, 14; Rom. 11, 25; 1 Thess. 2, 16.” 

Dr. Matzner, however, holds: “We can hardly 
escape the impression that Paul (Rom. 9-11) 
means to tell us that there will be a future time 
when the Jews will be more ready to receive the 
Gospel than they were in the days of the apostles. 
... In those chapters Paul says that, while God 
had in an entirely arbitrary way chosen Israel 
for a favored position in history and had made 
them the bearers of the Promise, He had in con- 
sequence of Israel’s unbelief taken this preroga- 
tive from them and had for the time being given 
it to the Gentiles. . .. Paul intimates that ‘when 
the fulness of the Gentiles has been brought in,’ 
(Rom. 11, 25) and when the Gentiles grow in- 
different to the blessings of the Gospel, then the 


THE CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 


Jews will again have their turn and will show 
themselves amenable to the Gospel.” Observe, 
how Dr. Matzner introduces a tTimxE element 
which is not in Scripture. When Scripture says, 
“blindness IN PART is happened to Israel,” the 
doctor takes that to mean, “blindness For A TIME 
is happened to Isracl.”” When Paul goes on to 
say, “UNTIL the fulness of the Gentiles be come 
in,’ Dr. Matzner renders that, “wen the fulness 
of the Gentiles has been brought in’ When 
Paul says, “And SO all Israel shall be saved,” Dr. 
Matzner turns that into, “tien the Jews will 
again have their turn.” God says, “Ye shall not 
add unto the Word which I command you, neither 
shall ye diminish ought from it,” Deut. 4, 2. But 
if a chiliast doesn’t diminish God’s Word at one 
place and add to it at another, he can’t teach 
chiliasm. He looks at Rom. 11, 26 and all he 
sees is, “All Israel shall be saved.” The rest 
written there he ignores. That is diminishing 
from God’s Word. But the chiliast wants all 
Jews to be saved during his millennium. So he 
adds the time element: “After the time of the 
Gentiles, THEN all Israel shall be saved.” That 
is adding to God’s Word. 

Furthermore, Dr. Matzner takes “all Israel’ 
to mean “all Jews.” But if you ask him, Do you 
really mean that ALL Jews, absolutely all, shall 
be saved? he hedges and says: “The words in the 
original, PAS ISRAEL, can mean not only ‘all Israel’ 
but also ‘a complete Israel,’ or ‘Israel as a whole’.” 
However, “all” here can’t mean that, but must 
be given its full value of “all,” because it stands 
in contrast to “blindness rn PART is happened to 
Isracl.” And chiliasts themselves place “all” in 
sharp contrast to “in part,” for with us they teach 
that during the time of the Gentiles the Jews 
“in part” are being converted and saved. Hence 
to teach an even greater conversion of Jews they 
must take “all” in the sense of “every Jew, none 
excepted.” But here Dr. Matzner balks and 
says, “It is inconceivable ... that the entire nation 
without a single omission should be converted.” 
Then let him admit that “all Israel” can’t mean 
“all Jews.” 

What Paul does say is:: The Jews are wise 
in their own conceits. As a result God spared 
not these natural branches. Blindness in part 1s 
happened to Israel. Many, perhaps most, harden 
their hearts and reject the. saving Gospel of 
Christ. And this will go on until the fulness of 
the Gentiles, all the elect among the Gentiles, 
be come in, that is, to the end of time, Matthew 
24, 14. And SO, in this manner, by only a part 
of the Jews being blinded, another part coming 
to faith, while the Gentiles are being gathered 
in, so all Israel, God’s Israel, all the elect among 
the Jews, shall be saved. For “as touching the 
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election,” as pertains to the elect, “they are be- 
loved for the Fathers’ sakes.” 
Clearly, both wording and context of Rom. 


11, 25f. speak not for, but against a future gen- ~ 


eral conversion of the Jews. As the “fulness of 
the Gentiles” does not denote all Gentiles after 
the flesh, but the whole number of elect from 
among the Gentiles, so also “all Israel’ denotes 
not all Jews, but the whole number of elect from 
among the Jews. In other Words, Att Israel 
will be saved in the same sense and to the same 
extent and at the same time as the FULLNEss of 
the Gentiles. At this present time, too, there is 
a remnant according to the election of grace. 
“The election hath obtained it, and the rest were 
blinded,” Rom. 11, 7. Now is the time to bring 
our Jewish fellow-citizens to Christ, not in a 
future SHANGRI LA. 


@® The Statement Controversy 
Up To Date 
(A Frank and Simple Presentation 
of the Facts) 
1949 


1. Why has this pamphlet been written? 


It has been written 1) to set forth the origin 
and present status of “A Statement,” Chi- 
cago, 1945; 2) to refute the doctrinal error 
contained in it; and 3) to point out why 
faithful Lutherans should not be satisfied 
with the Centennial Convention’s action on 
this matter but continue to oppose “A State- 
ment” until it is retracted. 


2. Is “A Statement” any of my business? 


Yes; if you are a Christian and a member 
of the Missouri Synod, it is your business; 
first, because Christians are concerned about 
purity of Scripture doctrine, and secondly, 
because “A Statement” has caused disturb- 
ance within the Missouri Synod by bringing 
false doctrine into its midst. 
3. What, then, is “A Statement”? 


It is a brief document consisting of twelve 
individual statements or affirmations, most of 
them followed by a sentence deploring cer- 
tain tendencies or attitudes which its authors 
believed they found in the Missouri Synod. 


4. Who issued this “Statement” ? 


Originally, forty-four pastors and professors 
of our Synod who met in Chicago, Septem- 
ber 7, 1945. In the course of time two hun- 
dred and fourteen more pastors and profes- 
sors added their signatures. 


5: 
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What is meant by “the accompanying letter” 
referred to in connection with “A State- 
ment” ? 


When “A Statement” was mailed to all the 
clergy of Synod, it was accompanied by a 
very drastically worded letter condemning 
alleged tendencies and attitudes of unspeci- 
fied offenders within our fellowship. 


Were the responsible officials of Synod ac- 
quainted with the contents of this document 
before it was published? 


Yes; both the President and Vice-Presidents 
of the Missouri Synod. 

Was it published with their approval? 

No; it was published over their protest. 

Is this procedure one of the main reasons for 
objecting to “A Statement”? 


It is not. If “A Statement” had set forth 


‘the true doctrine of God’s Word, no one 


could rightfully have protested its being 
published. 


What, then, is the main objection to “A 
Statement”? 

It is not based upon Scripture; in fact, it is 
contrary to Scripture in a number of points. 


Doesn’t it quote any Scripture passages 
at all? 


Yes, it quotes two; but these only in the 
attempt to show that these passages have been . 
misused in our Synod during the past cen- 
tury. With regard to one of these passages, 
the signers of “A Statement” suggést “the 
elimination of Romans 16, 17. 18 from the 
consideration of the problem of Lutheran 
unity.” 


Is everything in “A Statement” contrary to 
Scripture? , 

No. 

Which sections of “A Statement” are defi- 
nitely objectionable from the standpoint of 
Scripture doctrine? 


Sections Five, Eight, Nine, and Eleven. 


Section Five — “A Statement” says: “We 
affirm our conviction that sound exegetical 
procedure is the basis for sound Lutheran 
theology. We therefore deplore the fact that 
Romans 16, 17. 18 has been applied to all 
Christians who differ from us in certain 
points of doctrine. It is our conviction, 
based on sound exegetical and hermeneutical 
principles, that this text does not apply to the 
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present situation in the Lutheran Church of 
America. We furthermore deplore the mis- 
use of First Thessalonians 5, 22 in the trans- 
lation ‘avoid every appearance of evil.” This 
text should be used only in its true meaning, 


> 99 


‘avoid evil in every form’. 


What is wrong with this section? 


Not exegetical procedure (the method of ex- 
pounding Scripture) but clear Scripture it- 
self is the only basis for sound Lutheran 
theology. The wording of Romans 16, 17. 
18 does not allow the limitation which Point 
Five places upon it, nor does it allow its 
“elimination from the consideration of the 
problem of Lutheran unity.” Romans 16, 
17, 18 states: “Now I beseech you, brethren, 
mark them which cause divisions and offenses 
contrary to the doctrine which ye have 
learned; and avoid them. (18) For they 
that are such serve not our Lord Jesus 
Christ, but their own belly; and by good 
words and fair speeches deceive the hearts 
of the simple.’ Where persistent doctrinal 
differences exist, as they do between the 
Lutheran church bodies of America, there 
one or the other of the parties differing from 
one another must be “causing divisions and 
offenses contrary to the doctrine which ye 
have learned,” for continuing in the apostolic 
doctrine produces unity, not doctrinal differ- 
ences; and in every such situation, Romans 
16, 17. 18 is applicable. (Compare Synod- 
ical Catechism, Question 186 D: “When do 
we use the doctrine of the Church properly? 
— When we avoid all false churches. and 
all other organizations that profess a religion 
that is false.” Romans 16, 17 is here quoted 
as a proof-text.) The elimination of this 
passage by emptying it of the meaning which 
its words convey is not a purely exegetical 
question but is a denial of the clear words 


_of Scripture and hence involves doctrinal 


error. 

The alleged “misuse” of First Thessa- 
lonians 5, 22, on the other hand, involves a 
purely exegetical question. The translation 
deplored by “A Statenient” accords with the 
primary meaning of the Greek word in 
question, while the translation. it advocates 
represents a widely current secondary sig- 
nificance of the word. Since giving the ap- 
pearance of evil is a form of evil, the two 
translations actually lead to the same result, 
and therefore neither should be deplored. 


Section Eight — “A Statement” says: “We 
affirm our conviction that any two or more 


15. 
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Christians may pray together to the Triune 
God in the name of Jesus Christ if the pur- 
pose for which they mect and pray is right 
according to the Word of God. This obvi- 
ously includes meetings of groups called for 
the purpose of discussing doctrinal differ- 
ences. We therefore deplore the tendency 
to decide the question of prayer fellowship 
on any other basis beyond the clear words 
of Scripture.” 

What is wrong with this section? 

The affirmation of Section Eight could 
never have been made without the previous 
elimination of Romans 16, 17, 18 from con- 
sideration in connection with matters of 
church-fellowship; for joint prayer is cer- 
tainly an expression of fellowship, not of 
avoidance. Romans 16, 17. 18 does not per- 
mit any two or more Christians to pray to- 
gether as long as one or more of them is 
causing divisions and offenses contrary to the 
true doctrine. Nor does the purpose for 
which they meet and pray excuse disobedience 
to this clear Word of Scripture. 


Section Nine — “A Statement” says: “We 
believe that the term ‘unionism’ should be 
applied only to acts in which a clear and un- 
mistakable denial of Scriptural truth or 
approval of error is involved. We therefore 
deplore the tendency to apply this non- 
Biblical term to any and every contact be- 
tween Christians of different denominations.” 


What is wrong with this section? 


Section Nine is also a result of the elimina- 
tion of Romans 16,'17. 18 from considera- 
tion. Since the term “unionism” is under- 
stood in our circles as signifying disobedience 
to the command of this text, any human 
alteration of the text will result in a false 
definition of unionism. That this term has 
never been applied in the Missouri Synod 
“to any and every contact between Christians 
of different denominations,” but only to such 
contacts as involve joint religious work and 
worship with persistent errorists, is such an 
obvious fact that nothing further need be 
said to demonstrate the absurdity of what 1s 
here deplored. 


Section Eleven — “A Statement” says: “We 
affirm our conviction that in keeping with the 
historic Lutheran tradition and in harmony 
with the Synodical resolution adopted in 1938 
regarding Church fellowship, such fellowship 
is possible without complete agreement in 
details of doctrine and practice which have 
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never been considered divisive in the Lu- 
theran Church,” 


What is wrong with this section? 
It is not true that there are “details of doc- 
trine and practice which have never been 
considered divisive in the Lutheran Church.” 
A doctrine is nothing else than a clear teach- 
ing of Scripture. On the other hand, the 
Lutheran Church has always maintained 
that differences other than doctrinal, namely. 
“human traditions, that is, rites and cere- 
monies instituted by men” (Augsburg Con- 
fess.on, Article VIL) are not divisive. Scrip- 
ture alone is the only source and norm of doc- 
trine, and of rules of practice binding upon 
ne Christian conscience. “The Word of God 
shall establish articles of faith, and no one 
else, not even an angel.” (Smalcald Articles, 
Lriglotta, p. 467, 15). And not one of these 
articles or any of their details is excluded 
from our Lord’s requirement for true church- 
fellowship: “that ye all speak the same 
thing, and that there be no divisions: among 
you; but that ye be perfectly joined together 
in the same mind and in the same judgment.” 
(1 Corinthians 1, 10.) As the foundation 
for the unscriptural character of “A State- 
ment” is laid in Section Five, so the culmina- 
tion of this unscriptural character is reached 
in Section Eleven. (Note: By the grace 
of God, the 1938 resolutions referred to in 
A. Statement” are no longer a basis for the 


__purpose of establishing fellowship with the 


American Lutheran Church. See Centennial 
Convention Proceedings, p. 510.) 


What has the Missouri Synod done about 
“Ai Statement” ? 

A thirteen page communication from Presi- 
dent Behnken to the clergy of the Missouri 
Synod under date of April 30, 1946, gives the 
most complete account of official dealings up 
to that date. Even an outline of its contents 
would overburden the present pamphlet with 
The two most important 
matters mentioned in it, however, are a 
meeting of the President and Vice-Presidents 
of Synod and the District Presidents with the 
signers of “A Statement,” held in St. Louis, 
February 14 and 15, 1946, and the appoint- 
ment of ten men by the President of Synod 
to meet with an equal number appointed by 


the signers to study “A Statement” on the 


basis of Scripture and report to the President 
of Synod. After a number of these meetings 
by the “ten and ten” had been held, the dis- 
cussion of Romans 16, 17. 18 had progressed 


18. 


- contained in 


to a point at which the president’s appointees 
hoped that the next meeting might under 
God’s blessing bring a surrender to the clear 
truth of the Scripture text in its original 
literal and grammatical sense. At this point, 
however, the matter was taken out of the 
hands of these appointees, without their con- 
sent and in spite of their earnest pleas. The 
President and Vice-Presidents of Synod met 
with “the representatives of the signers” and 
reached “an agreement” with them. This 
“agreement” was published in a letter of 
President Behnken to the clergy of the Mis- 
souri Synod under date of January 18, 1947. 
It states that “A Statement” is “withdrawn 
as a basis of discussion, so that the issues 
involved may be studied objectively on the 
basis of theses prepared under the auspices 
of the President of Synod,” and that “the 
withdrawal of ‘A Statement’ as a basis of 
discussion shall not be interpreted as a re- 
traction.” Printed material opposing this 
agreement includes the following: “An 
Agreement”, by Dr. E. W. A. Koehler, River 
Forest, Illinois, February 14, 1947, and two 
pamphlets published immediately prior to the 
Centennial Convention of our Synod: “Re- 
storing Unity and Peace within the Missouri 
Synod, 1881-1947", by Dr. Theo. Dierks, 
Morrison, Illinois, and “A Former ULL. C. 
Pastor Looks at the Agreement”, by Rev. 
W. EH. McLaughlin, Pittsburgh, Pennsyl- 
vania, A memorial (No. 616) was presented 
to the Centennial Convention of Synod, re- 
questing a reaffirmation of our Synod’s doc- 
trinal position over against the false doctrine 
“A Statement.’ The five 
declarations which the Synod was_ here 
requested to make its own were not adopted 
by Synod. Likewise a number of unprinted 
memorials calling for retraction of “A State- 
ment” were not approved by the Centennial 
Convention. But the aforementioned “Agree- 
ment” was reported to Synod and was not 
corrected by the Convention, in spite of the 
fact that it expressly states that “the with- 
drawal of ‘A Statement’ as a basis of dis- 
cussion shall not be interpreted as a retrac- 


tion.” 


Should an orthodox Christian or an orthodox 
congregation be satisfied with this disposal of 


the matter? 


No. Two contradictory positions on the doc- 
trine of church-fellowship, that of the re- 
affirmed “Brief Statement” of 1932, and that 
of the “withdrawn but not retracted” 
“Chicago Statement” of 1945, cannot both 
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stand in Synod without our Synod itself 
becoming a unionistic fellowship (Compare 
“Brief Statement”, par. 29). The only 
Scriptural way to dispose of false doctrine 
which has been publicly taught and professed 
is to insist upon the renunciation and repudi- 
ation of the error by those who have espoused 
it (“A little leaven leaveneth the whole 


lump,” Galatians 5, 9), or, after the failure - 


of patient efforts to achieve this God-pleasing 
result, to sever church-fellowship with such 
errorists in accordance with the clear com- 
mand of Romans 16, 17. 18: “avoid them.” 


19, What, then, is it your duty to do about it? 


Do not permit this matter of “A Statement” 
to remain a disturbing factor in our Synod. 
as it will until it is settled in a God-pleasing 
manner, according to the Word of God. As 
long as it is not retracted and its false doc- 
trine is not repudiated by those who published 
it, it is your duty to keep on opposing “A 
Statement” and demanding the retraction of 
its errors, in spite of any official “with- 
drawal as'a basis of discussion.” Let all 
this be done by patient Scriptural urgency, 
_insisting upon the clearly defined duty of all 
Christians at all times to confess the truth 
(Matthew 10, 32; Mark 8, 38) and to contend 
for the faith, combating all error (Jude 3; 
“Brief Statement”, par. 29). <A_ recently 
published confessional document called “A 
Reaffirmation,” which is being signed both 
by individuals and congregations, reaffirms 
the old Scriptural doctrine of the Missouri 
Synod in sharp opposition to the errors 
which have troubled our synodical fellowship 
especially since 1945, and also calls upon our 
Synod and its responsible officials to take 


appropriate action in accordance with our 
Constitution. 


20. Can it be said truthfully, as it is sometimes 
said, that those who oppose “A Statement” 
are just another faction in Synod, like the 
signers of “A Statement” themselves? 


No, not truthfully. For the signers of “A 
Statement” have departed from the true 
Lutheran doctrine confessed by Synod, while 
those who repudiate and combat the errors 
set forth in “A Statement” are continuing by 
God’s grace to uphold the true doctrine and 
practice. (“Brief Statement”, par. 28 and 29.) 


Watiace H. McLaucuHtin. 
H, D. MENSING. 


© Review of Publications 


The Bible in Your Life. By John Zornan, 
M. Ed. 126 pages, 69. $1.00. Order 
directly from author, 1235 Woodlawn Ave., 
Pittsburgh, Penn. 


Pastor Zornan is secretary of the Slovak Ey. 
Luth. Zion Synod of the U. L. C. A. The twenty- 
five brief chapters of this little hand book have 
the merit of telling great truths in simple lan- 
guage, as announced in the sub-head. I have 
read these chapters with pleasure and found on 
the whole that truths of the Bible have been 
clearly and properly set forth. Creation to the 
author took place in six consecutive days of 
twenty-four hours each, p. 22ff. Sin and grace 
are rightly stressed. There is no trace of man’s 
cooperation in conversion or of the error that 
‘the Holy Ghost can overcome natural resis‘ance 
but not wilful resistance. The means of grace 
are stressed. We find a good chapter on ‘The 
Bible and Marriage,” another on “The Bible and 
Divorce,” as well as similar chapters on “The 
Bible and Government,” “The Bible and the Last 
Things,” and “The Bible and the Christian Life.” 

There are very many fine statements in this 
book ‘that need stressing nowadays. To cite a 
few — on p. 86 there is the statement “that the 
congregation retains all power that belongs to it 
by divine will, and that all servants of Christ 
are equal.” On p. 87 it is stated that “Lutherans 
do not generally permit women in the public 
ministry” (it is a sad fact that this is today only 
generally true), and on p. 88 “that the Church ‘s 
not here to entertain, but to educate and to edify; 
that no society should exist solely for social pur- 
poses, but should help the Church; that all 
societies should be under the supervision of their 
pastor and give a yearly report concerning their 
purpose and the work to the congregation.” On 
page 91 prayer is correctly declared to be “an 
act of worship.” 


Unfortunately there is need for a number of 
corrections. On p. 63 the statement that “believ- 
ing is simply the given condition through which 
salvation comes to us” (our emphasis) should be 
recast for a more correct phrasing. On p. 66 it 
should be clearly stated that the Holy Ghost uses 
the Law to bring about conviction of sin, but that 
only the Gospel quickens us to spiritual life. Jchn 
17, 21, cited on p. 77, refers to spiritual unity, 
not to mere external unity as the author would 
have it. The sentence on p. 81 which says “And 
to this day the Lutheran Church the world over 
stands for these same principles,” is a bit too 
sweeping, — unless the author really means to 
speak of the Lutheran Church as ‘such; not of 
Lutheran churches, which are by no means all 
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truly Lutheran. The three great Lutheran prin- 
ciples — sola scriptura, sola gratia, and sola fides 
— no longer rule in large portions of “the Lu- 
theran Church” either here or abroad. FEspecially 
also in Germany have these principles been 
shelved today for others, to the great harm and 
even to the destruction of Lutheran churches 
there. Truth compels us to state this. Would to 
God the contrary were true, — that Lutheran 
churches everywhere still stood for these prin- 
ciples ! 

The United Lutheran Church is correctly 
characterized on p. 83 as “tending to the liberal 
and freely fraternizing with those of the Calvin- 
istic persuasion.” But the statement which fol- 
lows, that the differences between Lutheran bodies 
in America are not great and are actually over- 
come, is incorrect. What is more, as long as the 
Scriptural method of overcoming them is ignored, 
they will remain. 

fexcept for the defects referred to, this book 
would serve as an excellent basis for group study, 
as well as for enjoyable private reading. It has 
good review questions at the end of each chapter, 
also false and true statements as well as “fill-in 
spaces,” and closes each chapter with a hymn 
stanza. We like these features and commend 
the book with the above restrictions. 

A. OEFSCH. 
Eo * * * 


Lars Wilhelm Boe. A Biography by Erik 
Hetle. 203 pages, 68} in. Augsburg Pub- 
lishing House, Minneapolis, Minn. Price: 
$2.50. 

The life story of Dr. L. W. Boe, president 
of St. Olaf College at Northfield, Minnesota, 
1918-1942, is here told by one of his intimate 
colleagues, 

Born in.a parsonage of the old United Nor- 
wegian Lutheran. Church, which in 1917 merged 
with several other Lutheran synods to form what 
is today.called the “Evangelical Lutheran Church,” 
Lars Boe. underwent an austere home training. 
Some of the notions on which he was brought up 
so far as church membership and salvation are 
concerned have been sketched by his own hand. 
Speaking of “synod people,” that is, of people 
who were members of the Norwegian Synod 
(sharing the position of the Synodical Confer- 
ence) rather than of his own church, he has said: 
“We knew that Synod people could get to heaven, 


but that was only because our Lord.was so ex- ' 


tremely merciful” ;.and, he added, “About other 
churches we had very little knowledge and less 
interest.” Such a background may help to ex- 
plain “this ‘swashbuckling,’ stormy petrel, this 
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‘tobacco-chewing’ — so rumor has it, wrongly by 
the way — ‘sausage-cating,’ story-telling icono- 
clast,” as his intimate friend and biographer 
describes him (p. 57). “He certainly was 
arbitrary at times,” Hetle freely admits, “and 
was not free from prejudice.” (P. 81.) His 
well-known liberalism, from a Confessionally 
Lutheran point of view, may well have been a 
natural reaction to the notions on which, it seems, 
he never could forget having been brought up. 

Dr, Boe regarded his work at St. Olaf only 
as a part of the whole of the work of his church, 
especially in its fellowship relations. His 
biographer says that there are indications that 
he himself considered his efforts toward inter- 
synodical “understanding” the most important 
part of his life’s work, and that “it would be no 
exaggeration to say that it became an obsession 
with him.” (Pp. 131, 132.) He was a leading 
figure in the 1917 merger of the United Nor- 
wegian Lutheran Church, the Hauge Synod, and 
the majority within the Norwegian Synod which 
comprised the principles of that body and left 
them to be perpetuated by a relatively small 
minority which still bears the name of that Synod 
and carries forward its banner within the Syn- 
odical Conference today. His union activities 
found a larger field in the National Lutheran 
Council and in the Lutheran World Convention, 
of both of which he was an exccutive committee 
member, At the time of his death Dr. L. Fuer- 
bringer wrote of him in the Lutheraner (1943, 
p. 24): “He was very active toward church 
union on a more liberal basis and once himself 
stated in a conversation that he was widely re- 
garded as a unionist.” 

During his early career, while. president of 
Waldorf College at Forest City, Iowa, another 
institution of the United Norwegian Lutheran 
Church, a position which he held from 1904-1908, 
Dr. Boe entered the field of state politics, serving 
one term in the house. (1909-1911) and another 
in the senate of the Iowa State Legislature (1913- 
1915). He had previously served a joint parish 
at Saude and Jericho, Iowa, about twenty-five 
miles west of Decorah, upon entering the ministry 
in 1901, 

“His sermons and speeches were full of ap- 
plications, often shockingly inelegant and uncon- 
ventional, but very striking and pertinent,” says 
Prof. Hetle, and his presentation of Christianity 
“quite generally lacked the measured dignity and 
sobriety of expression usually associated with a 
minister of the Gospel.” (P. 51.) 

One of the most timely warnings Dr. Boe 
ever sounded is to be found in ee oF Pp Dashed 
chapel talks at St. Olaf: “The ideals of men 
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round about us are changing, and these changes 
have effect on us. I feel — because the pressure 
comes first through my office — that the outside 
world is going to even down our thinking until 
it becomes the same secularized thinking that is 
bringing the world close to hell today... . They 
have started shifting labels until nothing is sin.” 
(P. 101, 102.) That is a truth which every 
church-related college may ever consider and 
remember — except of course, that not little num- 
ber for whom this is already too late. 
Biographies are always more or less interest- 
ing, because they deal with human situations and 
personalities. To us their most telling part 1s 
usually their final chapter. For there we are 
confronted with the most vital of all questions, 
and we are reminded that we, too, shall sooner or 
later be confronted with this question: What 
now of your life, as you stand before your God 
and Lord? Have you lived your life as you 
would have lived it if it were in your power to 
live it over again? Unfortunately, too many 
churchmen scem to have little regard for this 
question in their every-day activities. Expediency, 
as determined by their own immediate interests 
and ambitions is the only law they seem to know. 
The renewed conviction of the brevity of life 
and the awfulness of its final destiny which 
every biography forces upon one should exert a 
wholesome, sobering effect upon all who read it. 
Dr. Boe’s biography should prove especially 
interesting to such as wish to penetrate some- 
what more deeply into the history and life of 
various Lutheran church bodies in America. 


P. H. B. 


© False Emphasis on Externalism 


Strange Behavior for Heirs of the 
Protestant Reformation 


The great Protestant Reformation was a reac- 
tion against externalism in the church, and a 
return to the deeper spiritual conception of the 
church, namely that it must preach the truth 
of God’s Word, stressing that sinners be born 
again into the Kingdom of God. It is therefore 
exceedingly strange to witness the externalism in 
the Protestant church today. We are reverting 
to that from which we were delivered 450 years 
ago. The major emphasis among us seems to be 
on organizing Christendom for the sake of 
uniformity, so that we may be a visible power in 


the world and to bring pressure to bear upon the - 


institutions of men. We boast of Federations, 
and Councils, and Associations of Churches. 
Church union, mergers, and external bigness are 
in constant demand. And by such means we ex- 


pect to influence the world. Uniformity must 
replace diversity in the church, we are told. For 
those who are the heirs of the Protestant Refor- 
mation, this is indeed strange behavior. The very 
genius of that sixteenth century power under the 
Reformers was its return to the deeper spiritual 
truths of salvation by grace, through faith in the 
atoning Savior. It emphasized the primacy of 
the organism, not the organization. It reacted 
against the externalism of that day, and hence 
made a great impact upon the world. Today we 
are trying to make that impact by building the 
visible church to a point of external, uniform 
dimension, even though that requires brushing 
aside our deeper conceptions of Truth. The dis- 
tinctive message can be sacrificed easily for the 
sake of a united front. 

— Peter H. Eldersveld, sermon on “Unity, 
Not eR in Getting the Right Pitch, 
p. 1IS£. 


© Concerning The Statement 
Controversy Up To Date 

It is hoped that the article appearing on an- 
other page of this issue, “The Statement Contro- 
versy Up To Date,” may soon be published sep- 
arately as a tract so as to be made available in 
quantity for more general distribution. Will the 
reader please watch for further announcement 
regarding this matter. P. H. B. 


@ What Our Readers Say 

“The Confessional Lutheran is proving itself 
a ‘salt of the earth’ not only within the Missouri 
Synod but throughout the Synodical Conference 
and beyond. How wonderful and God-pleasing 
it would be if all the church bodies which profess 
to be Lutheran would see eye-to-eye in all of the 
divine truth, submit themselves to God’s inspired 
Word and say ‘Speak, Lord; Thy servant hear- 
eth! But as long as this is not the case, the 
fearless testimony ‘Thus saith the Lord’ must 
remain the clarion call of Zion’s watchmen. 
May the Lord continue His blessings upon your 
work!” — Pastor, Wisconsin. 


THE “LUTHERAN WITNESS” MUST 
BE RESTORED AS THE VOICE OF 
THE MISSOURI SYNOD 
THE ERRORS OF SIGNERS OF 
THE “STATEMENT” OF THE “44” 
MUST BE REJECTED 


EVANGELICAL DISCIPLINE MUST PREVAIL 
WITHIN THE MISSOURI SYNOD 
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@ Dying of bmprovements 


A simple old soul of German extraction had 
to send his wife to the hospital, critically ill. Each 
day he would anxiously inquire as to her condi- 
tion, and just as often he would receive from the 
attending physician the assurance that she was 
improving. After weeks of such repeated reas- 
surances the good woman diced, ‘Vell, doctor,” 
was the husband’s fina: query, “vot did she die 
from — improveme its?” 

Has it not long since been time to stop idly 
reassuring us that our church, so critically ill with 
doctrinal indifference, .unionistic offense, and lack 


of evangelical discipline, is improving g, and to put 
an end to some of these ‘ “improvements” them- 
selves (“Agreements” and Theses of its President, 
etc.) before good old Missouri is altogether dead? 

You give the answer — to responsible official- 
dom! 


H. B. 


@ Hditorial 


The policy of the present presidium of the 
Missouri Synod is such as not to interfere with 
the encroachments of liberalism by proper rejec- 
tion of public false teaching —- teaching contrary 
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to the synod’s confession — and not to take 
effective action against more and more wide- 
spread promulgation of error and unionistic prac- 
tice. Under this fatal policy the spread of dis- 
order has become so rapid (as must always be 
expected when becoming evangelical discipline is 
neglected) that one can for the time being do 
little more than just jot down the mere record 
of a few of the more flagrant current offenses, 
leaving possible fuller discussion for some future 
day. It is not too much to say that it seems to 
have become a veritable indoor sport of some 
Missourians boldly to step up (since it is now 
known that this can be done with impunity) and 
to deplore, renounce, or denounce some accepted 
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confession or another of the Missouri Synod as 
to doctrinal and practical matters. Where will it 
all end? Well, where has it ended jin other 
churches about us when liberalism has been per- 
mitted to run its course in their midst? There is 
but one answer to this question — the disaster of 
modernism, When God’s Word no longer counts, 
nothing else can matter very much. 

Packing the St. Louis faculty is one of the 
latest things in St. Louis. When the properly 
constituted Electors could not agree to call a 
candidate from among those recommended for 
consideration for the Department of Systematic 
Theology at Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, by 
President Sieck (sitting in merely in an advisory 
capacity), an “emergency” was construed as exist- 
ing, presumably to last at least through two years, 
the regulations of Synod concerning such elections 
(Synodical Handbook, 6.101 and 6.117) waived 
aside, and a man of Dr. Sieck’s choosing “engaged 
as instructor” for that period of time. Dr. Sieck’'s 
protege is Dr. Jaroslav Pelikan, who was gradu- 
ated from the St. Louis seminary only in 19-16, 
receiving a doctor’s degree in philosophy from 
the University of Chicago in the same year, and 
who has been a member of the faculty of Val- 
paraiso since that time. In 1948 he lectured at 
the unionistic Luther Academy at Wartburg 
Seminary (A. L. C.) in Dubuque, Iowa. What's 
next? Your guess is as good as ours. In any 
case, there’s more than one way of skinning a 
cat, and the cat is being skinned. 

“Out the window you must go” seems to 
suggest itself as a theme-song when one looks at 
more recent “opinions” of the St. Louis faculty 
concerning matters which constitute the confession 
of our Church since the days of its fathers, The 
most recent perpetration in this respect that has 
come to our attention in an “opinion” (it is noth- 
ing more than that; doctrines must be established 
by the Word of God, not by opinions contrary 
to it) on the question “Is engagement tantamount 
to marriage?” The opinion, dated May 26, 1949, 
and signed by “Louis J. Sieck,”’ says that be 
trothal or engagement must not be so regarded 
“since the Church must not bind upon the con 
sciences of her people that which the Lord does 
not Himself expressly demand.” (Our emphasis.) 
Aside from the broader principle here involved. 
we wonder where the faculty thinks it has read 
that our Lord expressly demands that a man and 
a woman do anything more than that they honestly 
and honorably consent t@ be husband and wife 
(betrothal) in order to be 14 @ state of marriage 
before God. Besides not secming any longer 10 
know what marriage (or a valid engagement) 1s, 
the faculty neither seems ¢ know that there 1s 
any Scriptural teaching ec cerning betrothal at 
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all. For its “opinion” says that betrothal “is of 
human origin” and adds a few negative assertions 
with reference to the question whether there is 
any Scriptural teaching concerning this matter. It 
totally ignores what Scripture does teach con- 
cerning a valid betrothal’s being tantamount to 
marriage, ¢. g., in Deut. 22, 23f., Mt. 1, 18-20, 
Lk. 2, 5, and elsewhere. One of the finest testi- 
monies setting forth the Missouri Synod’s position 
in this matter is to be found in an article by the 
sainted Dr. A. L. Grachner under the title “Breach 
of Betrothal and its Consequences,” in the Theo- 
logical Quarterly, Vol. IV (1900), pp. 458-480. 
In this article Dr. Giracbner rightly says: “The 
fundamental maxim governing all cases of breach 
of betrothal is that valid betrothal is, in the forum 
of the Church, essentially marriage’; and he 
rightly adds: “Even secular jurists are agreed 
that consent, not cohabitation (concubinage), 
makes matrimony.” (Cp. the analagous call of a 
pastor by a congregation!) In contrast to the 
new faculty “opinion” the article by Dr. A. L. 
Graebner glitters with Seriptural proof, on which 
it rests. Whoever wishes to renounce certain 
parts of the Missouri Synod’s historic confession 
will find St. Louis faculty opinions, helpful in that 
direction, cheaper than a dime a dozen today, — 
and deplorable for far more serious reasons than 
just because of the waste of the paper on which 
they are written. Certain laymen in St. Louis 
were roused sufficiently by the “opinion” in ques- 
tion to appear before Dr. Sieck and, since no 
Scripture was given to support the opinion of Dr. 
Sieck and the faculty, subsequently to send out in 
1000 copies a printed letter, signed by H.° A. 
Strumpler (3817 Hartford St. St. Louis 16, 
Mo.), to “one thousand pastors, theologians, and 
laymen.” The letter thanks “many clergymen 
and doctors of divinity from various states of our 
country” for communications supporting in un- 
mistaken terms the position of our forefathers, 
“Engagement is Tantamount to Marriage.” It 
asks that the un-Scriptural faculty’ opinion’ be 
“retracted without long digression.” Thank God 
for such laymen! 

Most of the Confessions of the Lutheran 
Church would be shelved for mere “historic 
reference” if a suggestion of Dr. Wm. Arndt would 
have its way according to a report that comes to 
us from California. We quote from the report 
of the Intersynodical Committee of the Southern 
California District convention of 1949, at which 
Dr. Arndt read the essay: “The essayist suggested 
the evident need of a clear, concise, and com- 
prehensive restatement of the Lutheran faith as 
contained in the Book of Concord in the language 
of today, and against the background of confes- 
sional confusion, and taking into consideration 
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the socio-political problems of our time. This 
statement, contaming nothing contrary to the Book 
of Concord nor denying any of its truths, together 
with the ecumenical creeds and the small and 
large catechisms of Luther, shall be the official 
confession of the Lutheran Church, all previous 
confessional statements serving for historical 
reference. Such a statement must be the united 
voice of the Lutheran Church in America. Both 
committees” (we take this to mean of the A. L. C, 
and of the Missouri Synod in Southern Califor- 
nia) “concurred in this suggestion and decided 
that the respective districts be requested to con- 
sider the promotion of this suggestion through 
their respective synods.” (Our emphasis.) It 
was to be feared that the spirit of liberalism would 
come forward with such a suggestion sooner or 
later, -- mostly sooner. But it comes four hun- 
dred years too late. The great protocol of the 
Lutheran Church, its official confession, was estab- 
lished 1530-1580, Any Church which would shelve 
this confession or any part of it for mere “his- 
torical reference” would simply not be the Lu- 
theran Church, no matter how fanatically it 
might protest to the contrary. 

Dr. Arndt’s essay on ‘Present-Day Hindrances 
to Lutheran Union,” read at the conventions of 
the Southern California District and of the Cali- 
fornia and Nevada District, is a rehashing of the 
now so familiar and nauseating delusion that the 
Missouri Synod and the American Lutheran 
Church are agreed in fundamental doctrines and 
that non-fundamentals need not be divisive, the 
word “divisive” being used in an un-Scriptural 
sense. Who will sct such men straight and bring 
them up to date as regards the fact of matters 
about them? 

Woman suffrage in the Church is being ad- 
vocated by Dr, Arndt according to a report in the 
St. Louis Lutheran. According to a report in this 
journal, Dr. Arndt presented a paper on this sub- 
ject at the St. Louis Pastoral Conference on May 
23, 1949. The gist of Dr. Arndt’s presentation 
is that he can’t see why we can’t have woman 
suffrage. Dr. Pfotenhauer warned us that woman 
suffrage may be on the way in our church. See 
Confessional Lutheran, March, 1948, p. 28. 

Dr. Theo. Graebner has been causing trouble 
on two continents since going to Germany. Con- 
tending against such as have been in statu confes- 
sionis in the Lutheran State Church as well as 
against the position of our Free Church brethren 
in Germany, he now insists on distinguishing be- 
tween altar fellowship and admittance to Com- 
munion! By his false distinction he aims to 
justify the union and practice of the EKiD 
(Evangelische Kirche in Deutschland — the 
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° ~ . oe 29a em 
“Evangelical Church in Germany’), which con- 
sists of Lutherans, Reformed, and ‘others and 


demands that the various kinds of Protestants- 


represented in its union be admitted at the altars 
of its various member churches. A false defini- 
tion of fellowship is at the bottom of Dr. Grach- 
ner’s impossible distinction. The germ of it was 
already contained in the false distinction betweei 
prayer fellowship and “joint prayer” introduced 
by him a few years ago. In The American Lu- 
theran, Oct., 1949, Dr. O. A. Geiseman (evidently 
not quite up on what has been really happening 
since several years ago) has said of this matter: 
“An effort is being made these days, we are told, 
to distinguish between joint prayer and prayer 
fellowship. It is all a bit puzzling, and we are 
wondering on which Bible passages this distinction 
is being based, if it is true that there are those 
who seriously espouse such view. Perhaps some- 
one can give us light by quoting chapter and 
verse.” (P.6.) There just isn’t any such light! 
Dr. Gracbner’s false distinction belongs to the 
realm of darkness. 

One of Dr. Graebner’s latest gestures toward 
making fellowship with indifferent Lutherans 
possible on their own false terms is a (widely 
publicized) statement that it is quite alright to re- 
gard the Creation Days of Genesis as “periods 
each,” “even as the seventh day in which God 
‘rested’ is a long period of time, extending to the 
present.” The statement was first published in the 
Lutheran Outlook (American Lutheran Confer- 
ence). It is to be found also in the American Lu- 
theran, June, 1949, p. 9, Liberalism is progressive ; 
it is a disease characterized by a rapid prognosis. 

The National Lutheran Editors Association, 
an off-shoot of the National Lutheran Council, 
elected Dr. W. G. Polack secretary at its latest 
meeting, on Sept. 14 and 15. Reporting the meet- 
ing, Editor Schramm of the Lutheran Standard 
(A. L. C.), says, Oct. 8, 1949, p. 8: “Lutheran 
editors and managers spent two days in what is 
prosaically called a ‘convention,’ but which might 
well be called the annual love feast of the Lu- 
therans who are engaged in the ministry of the 
printed Word.” (Emphasis ours; capitalization of 
“printed Word,” Schramm’s!) We remember 
how cautiously Dr. Graebner reported the 1941 
meeting of this confraternity of scribes, which was 
the first of its meetings attended by a Missourian, 
in the person of Dr. Graebner himself, and how 
falsely he characterized the association at that 
time. “The National Lutheran [Editors Associa- 
tion,” he said, “is a loose organization which meets 
once a year to discuss technical questions concern- 
ing which the members try to get some light from 
cach other’s experience.” (Lutheran Witness, 


THE CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 


Oct. 14, 1941.) What Dr. Graebner said was not 
true then as it is not true today, as Dr. Graebner’s 
very report of that year showed, supplemented by 
the three papers read at that time and published 
in the Journal of the American Lutheran Confer- 
ence. Also the dinerican Lutheran of Nov., 1948, 
had something pertinent to say about this matter 
(p. 8). And Dr. Graebner in his Problem of 
Lutheran Union (1935) himself correctly’ char- 
acterized the NLISA when he said, p. 101: “To 
consult together in conference as Inner Mission 
workers and editors, ——- this is more than a co- 
ordination or mutual helpfulness in externals. No 
one can read the reports of these meetings with- 
out bemg struck by a feature that is identical in 
them all — the fraternal relations professed by 
those who participate in them. [Even without 
opening and closing devotions the conferences 
are all predicated on a recognition of one an- 
other as fellow-Lutherans.” Dr. Graebner’s own 
unionistic activities and those of his associates 
have since that time become part of the problem. 

An example cf strange reasoning is to be 
found in the “American Lutheran,” July, 1949, 
p- 5, where the following Editorial Note is ap- 
pended to an article under the title “Who Are 
the Isolationists?”: “The position taken in the 
above editorials is predicated on the assumption 
that all free conferences be opened with prayer. 
Without the blessmg of God all plans for Lu- 
theran unity must remain futile. Therefore the 
American Lutheran cannot support any plan 
which does not include the asking of divine guid- 
ance and blessing.’ The absurdity of such rea- 
soning strikes us. We certainly have never gone 
into a conference, intersynodical or otherwise, 
without first asking God’s blessing in prayer. But 
to insinuate that if there is no joint (unionistic) 
prayer at intersynodical conferences, there can be 
no blessing of God and all plans for Lutheran 
unity must remain futile is certainly not only false 
teaching, but also to have “become vain in one’s 
imaginations,” Rom, 1, 21. Commenting on this 
passage in The Cathedral of Truth — Studies in 
Romans, Wim. G. Coltman has said (p. 62): “One 
of the things that strikes me at times as I meet 
such individuals” (those who close their minds 
to evangelical truth because it interferes with their 
godless way of living) “is the utter absurdity of 
their reasoning. They become ridiculous in their 
way of thinking and don’t know it.” And don’t 
forget that the American’ Lutheran itself has 


-ridiculed the effort “to distinguish between joint 


prayer and prayer fellowship.” (Cp. editorial 
above.) Untonists insist on playing their game 
according to their own rules rather than accord- 
ing to the rule of God, And it is an important 
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part of their rules that they be permitted to pick 
up the stakes at issue before any playing begins. 
They insist on practicing prayer fellowship in 
any effort toward achieving Lutheran “unity.” 
Such is the avowed position of the American 
Lutheran. 


How Baptists maintain unity in their fellow- 
ship is shown by some clippings from the Globe 
Democrat of Oct. 4 and 7, 1949, sent us by a St. 
Louis fellow-pastor. Rev. Leon R. Robison, Jr., 
and subsequently also his congregation, the Second 
Baptist Church, the second oldest Protestant 
church in St. Louts, founded 1833, were ousted 
from the Baptist Pastors’ Conference of St. Louis 
and from the St. Louis Baptist Association 
respectively “because of open membership prac- 
tice.’ Open membership, it was explained, means 
receiving into the church of persons from other 
denominations who have not been immersed in 
baptism as required by Baptist doctrine. “When 
a church receives members of that sort, it no 
longer is a Baptist Church,” a spokesman said; 
“it isn’t that they aren’t Christians; they just 
aren’t Baptists. A church of that type is inter- 
denominational.” We, of course, reject the Bap- 
tist doctrine of baptism with our whole heart. But 
just as earnestly do we agree with the principle of 
confessional fellowship enunciated here. In send- 
ing us these clippings, our St. Louis fellow-pastor 
said: They show what Baptists do with pastors 
and congregations whose practice is contrary to 
their tenets. To which we say: Yes, and so it 
used to be done in Missouri. We remember very 
well Dr. F. Pieper’s emphasis in one of his classes 
on the fact that the Missouri Synod has had to 
deal with some doctrinal disturbance or another 
in its midst, on the average, about every ten years. 
But dissenters were evangelically held cither to 
confess themselves in line with Missouri’s doc- 
trinal position or to leave its fellowship. But 
today? Dissension, encouraged by the Presidium’s 
lack of evangelical discipline, is more and more 
the order of the day, Which reminds us of an 
incident reported in a Chicago daily in our boy- 
hood days. A “ghost” had been prowling around 
in Lincoln Park at night, scaring especially help- 
less women and children out of their wits. Of 
course, every sensible person knew that the 
“ghost” was but some poor crazed person covered 
with a white sheet. A big Irish policeman was 
assigned the duty of getting the ghost. He walked 
up to it, put his pistol into its ribs, and. said: 
“Put up your hands!,” as he pulled off the sheet. 
“Weren’t you scared ?,” the policeman was asked. 
“T don’t know if I was scared or not,’ was the 
reply; “but I knew that I had to get the ghost, or 
the ghost might get me.” Shall we “get” the ghost 


of unionism in the Missouri Synod, or shall we 
Jet it get us? You give the. answer, — with 
earnest prayer to God! 

P. HB. 


@ Another Signer of the 
Statement of the “44” 
Bows Out of Our Church 

The renunciation of Lutheranism by one of 
the Signers of the anti-Missourian “Chicago State- 
ment“ of 44 members of our church who in 
1945 raised certain issues that have ever since 
been the cause of continued offense and division 
among us was reported in our February issue. 
Now another Signer of the Statement of the “44” 
has bowed out of our church’s fellowship, to join 
the Episcopalian Church, where he expects to 
feel more at home. 

The Signer in question is Rev. Howard .R. 
Kunkle. He has been pastor of the Holy Sacra- 
ments Church and of St. Michael Church, in St, 
Louis, both colored congregations within the 
Synodical Conference. Since October | he is 
serving as curate, or assistant, at Trinity Church, 
Montreal, Canada, in the Church of Iéngland 
(Episcopalian). 

In reporting the defection of Rev. Carl B, 
Peters, assistant pastor of Redeemer Church, St. 
Paul, from our church, we stated that if he 
could not be convinced of the correctness of the 
confessional position of our fellowship, he did the 
honorable thing in resigning his claim to it. That 
is true also of Pastor Kunkle. We have no 
quarrel with such men on that score. We rather 
commend their honesty in the step they have taken, 
much as we regret the necessity of their severance 
of fellowship with us. We do have a righteous 
quarrel with men who assail the confession of our 
fellowship and still wish to remain within it, — 
only to destroy its Scriptural character. No one 


_ has the right to join the Missouri Synod and then 


publicly to deplore its accepted position in matters 
of doctrine and confessional practice and_ still 
expect to remain in fellowship with it. That has 
been done and is being done by the “44.” Our 
confessional house must rid itself of their errors, 
If anyone persists in clinging to such crrors, 
he can only be expected to be avoided together 
with them, Rom, 16, 17. 

When can our elected officials, or synod itself, 
be expected to put this Scriptural practice into 
effect with reference to the remaining “44? 


P. EL B. 
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® Sacramentalism and the 
Union Movement 


The St. Louis Lutheran has reported that 
among the reasons for Pastor Kunkle’s leaving 
our church to join the Episcopalian fellowship of 
the Church of England in Canada are his views 
on racial questions (he was pastor of two negro 
congregations in the service of the Synodical Con- 
ference) and on Hturgical matters. 

It is not a matter of mere accident that the 
Statement of the “44” numbers among its Signers 
men who harbor fanatical “high church” liturgical 
views, Sacramentalists, like Ir. Lindemann and 
GB. von Schenck, to mention two others, For this 
movement and the unionistic movement espoused 
in the Statement of the “44 —- one as un-Lu- 
theran as the other are rather closely related. 
That is demonstrated again by Pastor Kunkle’s 
bowing out of the Lutheran Church — Missouri 
Synod into the fellowship of the Episcopalian 
Church. Along with Pastors A. C. Piepkorn, Wm. 
J. Seebeck (also pastor of a negro congregation 
in St. Louis), and Otto Klett of the Synodical 
Conference, and others who are not of our own 
fellowship, but of the U. L. C., the Augustana 
Synod, and the Church in Sweden, Pastor Kunkle 
has edited a liturgical publication of “high-church” 
tendency known as the Una Sancta. Aside from 
indifference to Lutheran doctrine, and various 
liturgical excesses, this publication features Sacra- 
mentalism as a hope of uniting all professed 
Christians. In the Roman Catholic Commonweal 
of July 9, 1948 (p. 301), Rev. H. A. Reinhold, 
one of the leaders in the liberal Liturgical Move- 
ment in that church, in an article on “Scandal of 
Christians being Separated” discussing the ‘sacri- 
fice’ of the mass and the reserved sacrament, ex- 
pressed the opinion that “returning Lutherans, 
returning in a body at least, may not be bound 
by Rome to adopt legitimate and orthodox out- 
growths of late medieval and post-Tridentine piety 
which took place during their absence” from the 
“Catholic” Church. He then (immediately) goes 
on to say: “What I have read in the American 
Lutheran magazine, Una Sancta, (St. Louis, 
Mo.), there would be no insurmountable difficulty 
now for them to accept Trent’s definition of the 
Iucharist as a sacrifice, as long as they don’t have 
to take the many ‘explanations’ so ably refuted 
a es so strangely augmented by Father de la 
Taille.” 


In plain words, according to this Roman Cath- 
olic priest, what is being taught in Una Sancta 
Is pretty good Catholic doctrine. 


It certainly is not Lutheran, 


When will the rank and file of our member- 
ship, especially our clergy and wider-awake lay- 
men, demand that our officials cleanse our synod- 
ical house of such pernicious leaven? 


P. HH. B. 


@ Chicago Study Club, 
September 28 and 29, 1949 


If you are looking for signs of life in the 
centenarian Missouri Synod today, one place 
where you may be sure of finding them is in the 
Chicago Study Club. Here is vital interest in 
doctrine, interest in sanctification, in life and 
practice accordant with the doctrine which we have 
learned, interest in Synod’s welfare, interest in 
mission work, personal, home, and foreign, love 
of the brethren, to strengthen such as do stand, 
and to comfort and help the weak-hearted and the 
distressed. 

In a discussion led by Pastor A. T. Kretz- 
mann with regard to the present situation in 
Synod and its historical background, Pastor H. 
David Mensing aptly summed up the character 
of the Praesidium’s “Agreement” with the State~ 
mentarians, which our 1947 Convention allowed 
to stand, in the words: “This Agreement orders 
us not to do what God’s Word commands us to 
do,” namely, to “discuss,” combat, and remove 
false doctrine, whenever and under whatever 
auspices it makes it appearance. In this connec- 
tion your reporter would like to call the reader’s 
attention to the fact that when our “Brief State- . 
ment” acknowledges this divine command in para- 
graph 29, the German text contains nothing 
equivalent to the word “eventually,” the insertion 
of which into the English text has not had a salu- 
tary effect. It was emphasized by all who spoke 
on this point that whatever force the “Agreement” 
of January 18, 1947, may possess for those who 
are parties to it, we are not parties to this Agree- 
ment. 

Our corresponding secretary, Rev. H. David 
Mensing, reported on responses to the “Reaffirma~ 
tion” received and answered by him, He classi- 
fied them as good, bad, insensate (in which class 
belong those which are unanswerable because 
anonymous), and tnclassifiable. In this connec- 
tion may I remind the reader that subscriptions 
to this ‘document are still being received. If you, 
as a reader of the Confessional Lutheran, are m 
agreement with the old Missouri position in doc- 
trine and practice, as championed by this period- 
ical, then your name should be under the “Reaflir- 
mation.” Especially congregational ratifications 
of this document are desired as a testimony of the 
Jayman’s interest in doctrine and in doctrinal dis- 
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cipline. As to the right of publishing this docu- 
ment, upon which some shadow seems to have 
been cast by remarks of presidential representa- 
tives at District Conventions, a reference to Syn- 
odical Handbook 2.109a shows that the Advisory 
Committee on Doctrine and Practice cannot come 
into the picture unless the President chooses to 
refer a matter to this committee and 2.109) shows 
that Synod admits “the right of free expression 
and of public appeal as an inherent right of its 
members,” 

Dr, Theodore Dierks, in introducing his paper 
on “Scriptural Aims for 1950,” emphasized that 
our aims are in entire conformity with those laid 
down in Article III of our Synodical Constitution, 
and admonished that we should not try to force 
issues or make any threats, but in a spirit of 
meekness seek to restore those who have erred, 
insisting at all times on the application of evan- 
gelical discipline. The paper led to the appoint- 
ment of a committee to prepare and suggest 
Memorials on doctrinal issues to be presented to 
our Synod for 1950, consisting of Theodore 
Dierks, A. T. Kretzmann, A. A. Brauer, H. W. 
Romoser, and the undersigned. Suggestions and 
completed Memorials for review will be welcomed 
by the committee, and requests for advice and 
suggested Memorials will be granted to the extent 
that materials are on hand to supply the demand. 

Pastor Burgdorf, editor of the Confessional 
Lutheran, presented a paper on the “State of the 
Church in Germany.” While the presentation 
furnished reassuring evidence of the whole- 
hearted fellowship in the faith of our Free 
Church brethren, the doctrinal statements and 
practical attitudes of some of our Missouri Synod 
representatives revealed in direct quotations were 
the most shocking evidence of the decline of our 
Synod’s doctrinal discipline which has yet come 
to my notice. 

The paper presented by Dr. Herbert O. Lussky 
under the title “A Layman’s Impressions based on 
observations of the state of things in the church,” 
which of all the presentations made at the Sep- 
tember meeting is the one I would most gladly 
report in considerable detail, will, by resolution, 
be made available in mimeographed form, and I 
need therefore do no more than advise the read- 
ers to watch for the appearance of this illuminat- 
ing essay, read it carefully, and pass it on. 

Reports regarding our relations with our sister 
Synods, Wisconsin and Norwegian, dealt with 
matters which will no doubt be made known 
officially not later than our 1950 Convention. The 
reports were presented by Pastor Herbert J. 
Wackerfuss, of the Wisconsin Synod, and Pastor 
Ahlert H. Strand, of the Norwegian Synod, 


editor of the Lutheran Sentinel. As I listened 
to these brethren I felt strongly that they and we 
are engaged in a common cause and that the ques- 
tions to which our sister Synods seek answer from 
our Synod are those to which we have for some 
years been trying to persuade our own Synod. to 
give an unequivocal answer which would confirm 
and strengthen the bonds which bind the Synod- 
ical Conference together, 

In summing up I would say the mecting was 
again an invigorating, faith-strengthening experi- 
ence. May God continue to bless the Chicago 


Study Ciub! W. H. M. 


@ The President’s Theses 
on the Church 
Rev. O. H. Linnemeier, Rochelle, Tl. 

(A paper read at the Central Regional Pastoral Con- 
ference of the Northern Illinois District held at York- 
ville, Il, October 12, 13, 1948, and unanimously accepted 
by that conference on October 19, 1949, at Sycamore, I.) 

In January of this year (1948) President 
Behnken submitted to the pastors of our Synod 
certain theses on “The Doctrine of the Church,” 
“about which,” he says in his accompanying Ict- 
ter, “there has been some confusion.” We have 
been asked to study these theses at our pastoral 
conferences. However, if we carefully examine 
them, particularly in regard to those points in 
which the doctrine of the Church is in controversy 
within the Lutheran Churches of America and in 
our own midst, we shall find that they advance the 
false, unscriptural teaching of a “visible mant- 
festation” of the “invisible? Church. Hence, in- 
stead of clarifying existing issues and removing 
confusion from our midst, these theses can only 
heap confusion upon confusion. And since they 
may be used in the interest of a false, unscriptural 
doctrine, we cannot subscribe to them, but must 
reject them. 

The theses begin by defining the New Testa- 
ment terms “ecclesia,” “basileia,” “koinonia,” and 
“sooma Christou,” and here we would note the 
following : 


Ecclesia 

On page 1 we read: “The term ‘ecclesia’ in 
many references denotes the whole company of 
believers, and believers only, as they are scattered 
throughout the world. The ‘ecclesia’ is not, as 
Rome and Liberal Theology say, a Platonic idea, 
a metaphysical abstraction, but a reality.” 

Ina letter to Rev. Paul Burgdorf, dated March 
8, 1948, Dr. Behnken writes, “Let me call atten- 
tion to a mistake on page one under Conclusions 
(1), the last sentence should read, ‘This “ecclesia” 
is not, as Rome and Liberal Theology charge us 
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with teaching, a Platonic idea, a metaphysical 
abstraction, but a reality’.” 

The Theses continue: “The term ‘ecclesia,’ in 
the singular or the plural, also denotes the whole 
number of believers, and of believers only, at a 
specific locality. In I Cor. 1:2 St. Paul identifies 
‘the Church which is at Corinth’ with ‘them that 
are sanctified.” The local ‘ecclesia,’ or the com- 
munity of Christians gathered about Word and 


Sacraments at a specific locality, has the same - 


characteristics and prerogatives as the ‘wna sancta 
ecclesia’ .” 

What is meant by the words “the community 
of Christians gathered about Word and Sacra- 
ments at a specific locality’? Do these words 
refer to the invisible: Church, the Communion of 
Saints, represented in that locality? If so, why 
then is the use of the names of grace, after the 
manner of the Iowans, included in the definition 
of the “eeclesia’? Or are those words to be 
understood, as such language is usually under- 
stood, as referring to all those who in a specific 
locality use the means of grace and profess to 
be Christians? If the latter is the case, if these 
words refer to the so-called visible Church, then 
it is false to say that the local “ecclesia” has the 
same characteristics and prerogatives as the “una 
sancta ecclesia.’ The so-called visible Church 
in a specific locality includes both believers and 
hypocrites and the latter certainly do not have 
the same characteristics and prerogatives as the 
“una sancta ecclesia.” Nor dare we say, as is also 
contended in the theses under discussion, that the 
characteristics, prerogatives, and attributes of the 
“una sancta ecclesia’ may be ascribed to the local 
congregation only by a figure of speech. Such 
language is not only unscriptural, but can only 
create confusion, We shall return to this point 
later. Here we would state, that in the words 
which we have referred to, the language is very 
vague and certainly not as clear as it ought to be. 


Basileia 

Important to the Doctrine of the Church is 
the statement found on page 4, “the two terms 
(‘church’ and ‘kingdom’) in their New Testament 
setting should not be used as absolute synonyms.” 
_ We must confess that we cannot understand 
this new language in our midst, in which absolute 
synonyms are spoken of. What is an “absolute 
Synonym”? Synonyms always vary in their in- 
cidental meaning, though not in their essential 
meaning, That is what makes them synonyms. 
We must also confess that we have no idea what 
the author is driving at by his insistence on a dis- 
tinction between “church” and “kingdom” here. 
In Lehre und Wehre, 1907, p. 403, we are told 
that Ritschl held that there is a difference be- 


tween the Church and the kingdom of God and 
that these two “titles” must not be “exchanged.” 
To this Pastor Georgi stated: “Here our professor 
‘corrects’ the genuine Lutheran theology; for ac- 
cording to it, and moreover according to Scrip- 
ture, the kingdom of God and the Church are 
identical concepts and even the fiberals cannot 
change that.” 

Our Brief Statement uses the terms as syn-~ 
onyms, for there we read, “the Christian Church 
on earth is invisible, Luke 17:20.” (Par. 25.) 
Luke 17:20, as you well know, speaks of the 
“kingdom of God’ not coming with observation. 
And Pieper, Dogmatik, II, p. 463, tells us, “King- 
dom of grace and Church of God on earth (ec- 
clesia militans) are synonyms.” 

We say that we cannot understand what the 
author of the Theses is driving at with his dis- 
tinction. He tells us that the two terms are related, 
but that “ ‘basileia’ directs our attention primarily 
to God’s activity, while ‘ecclesia’ focusses our at- 
tention upon the people saved through God’s 
activity.” This distinction is correct. But we 
ask: Why such an insistence on this distinction 
here? We realize, of course, why liberal theo- 
logians and neo-Lutherans insist on making a 
distinction between the kingdom of God and the 
Church. They do so in the interest of their 
papism, legalism, social-gospelism, and millen- 
nialism. But what is the author of these Theses 
aiming at by this distinction ? 

Perhaps more important is the question: Why 
does the author of the Theses in this connection 
completely ignore the Scriptural distinction be~ 
tween the kingdom of power, the kingdom of 
grace, and the kingdom of glory? This distinc- 
tion is so necessary for a proper understanding 
of the Doctrine of the Church and for a proper 
rejection of the above-mentioned “isms” that its 
omission here is somewhat difficult to understand. 

Koinonia 

We turn to page 5, where we read: “The 
manifestation of the ‘koinonia.’ The fellowship is 
always a spiritual fellowship. It unites through 
faith all believers on the same way to a common 
goal, All believers are united in Christ-centered 
worship and prayer, in mutual love and for- 
bearance, foster the spiritual fellowship, and 
guard against everything which threatens to de~ 
stroy it.” 

Let us compare these words with those of Dr. 
Stoeckhardt in his Epheserbricf, p. 180f. “When 
Christians, living next to each other in one place, 
unite in joint prayer and worship, and then exer- 
cise love, humility, meekness, and patience to- 
wards each other, they thereby only put into 
action that unity, which already exists. And all 
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Christians together, also those who do not know 
each other and are locally separated from each 
other, when at their various places they call upon 
the one Lord and one God and Father in the 
same spirit and faith, stand before God as one 
congregation and are in fact one congregation, 
even though they themselves do not see and feel 
this unity.” 

Note, in the first place, that Dr. Stoeckhardt 
does not use the word “manifest” but rather “be- 
tiitigen,” to exercise, to put into effect, to put into 
action. To “manifest” means to disclose, reveal, 
exhibit, etc. Dr. Stoeckhardt guards against 
using aly expression which might be interpreted 
as though the “invisible Church,” the spiritual fel- 
lowship of all believers, becomes manifest or 
“visible.” 

Note, in the second place, that according to 
Dr. Stoeckhardt the unity which already exists 
is put into action when Christians in one place 
unite in joint prayer and worship, and then ex- 
ercise love, humility, mcekness, and patience to- 
wards each other. But what does the author of 
the Theses mean when he says that “all believers 
are united in Christ-centered worship and prayer, 
in mutual love and forbearance, foster the spir- 
itual fellowship, and guard against everything 
which threatens to destroy it”? 

Does the author mean to say that all believers 

(which of course means ali members of the una 
sancta) are outwardly united in Christ-centered 
worship and prayer or does he mean that they 
are inwardly united? The former is simply not 
true. As Dr. Stoeckhardt puts it, “all Christians 
together stand before God as one congregation and 
are in fact one congregation.” But they certainly 
are not outwardly, that is, before men, united in 
worship and prayer. We know from Holy Writ 
(Isph, 5:19; Col. 3:16) that the whole Christian 
Church, the whole number of believers on earth, 
stands inwardly united before the throne of God 
and, filled with the Holy Ghost, they all make 
‘melody in their hearts to the Lord. Is that what 
the author means by the first part of his state- 
ment’ But then it certainly cannot be said that 
all believers — cither inwardly or outwardly — 
foster the spiritual fellowship and guard against 
everything which threatens to destroy it. If that 
were actually the case, then there would not be 
any external divisions in the Church. 

Here too, at this very important point, we 
must say that the language is vague and unclear 
and therefore the theses can hardly serve to re- 
move confusion from our midst, 


Matters Now in Controversy 
We hasten to the third part of the theses under 
discussion (p. 8ff.), entitled, “The Problem of 


the ‘Visible’ and the ‘Invisible’ Church.” EHere 
the question arises what is meant by the word 
“problem”? Does it reduce the doctrine of the 
“invisible” Church and the doctrine of the so- 
called “visible” Church to the mere status of a 
problem or question? Or does it mean that this 
whole matter is a theological problem, an open, 
“non church-divisive” question, somewhat as the 
Iowans have always contended? We do not know. 

Nor do we know what the author means by 
the words found on page 9, “The Christian 
Church scattered throughout the world in its ‘in- 
visible’ and ‘visible’ form.” Does the author 
mean to say that the Christian Church, the una 
sancia ecclesia, has also a “visible form” and that 
it is invisible and visible at the same time? 

These are matters which are at present in con- 
troversy within the Lutheran Churches of Amer- 
ica and also in our own midst, and therefore we 
may rightly expect that on such matters the theses 
put out by the president of our Synod would speak 
a clear and unmistakable language. 

In its Declaration the American Lutheran 
Church asserts that it is permissible to speak of a 
visible side of the Church when defining its 
essence and that it is not false doctrine if by this 
visible side nothing else is meant than the use of 
the means: of grace. (Cf. Proceedings, 1938, 
p. 223.) 


The False Teaching of the 
“Lutheran .Witness” 


In the Lutheran Witness, 1944, p. 51, we read 
the statement that the Christian Church is “the 
visible body of Christ on earth.” This false 
statement is being defended by the Editors of the 
Lutheran Witness to this day. They now contend 
that “Paul himself, I Cor. 12:27, calls the con- 
gregation in Corinth ‘the body of Christ.” Here 
as elsewhere the Scriptures and also our Lutheran 
Confessions speak of the body of Christ when 
referring to a local congregation in view of the 
same right by which the local congregation 1s 
called ‘church,’ namely, by reason of the Chris- 
tians who are members of it.” 

The false idea that the local congregation may 
be called “the body of Christ” by reason of the 
Christians who are members of it finds support in 
the statement found on page 10 of the Theses: 
“the attributes of the ecclesia can be ascribed to 
the local congregation only by a figure of speech.” 

That statement is rank nonsense. “Invisibility” 
is one of the attributes of the ecclesia. Can we 
ascribe “invisibility” to the local congregation by a 
figure of speech? 

But such language is also unscriptural. To be 
the “body of Christ” is an attribute of the ecclesia, 
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The Editors of the Lutheran Witness contend that 
Scripture and the Lutheran Confessions speak of 
the local congregation as the body of Christ by 
reason of the Christians who are members of it, 
in other words, by a figure of speech. 


Contrary to the Lutheran Confessions 
and to Scripture 


Regarding the Lutheran Confessions we need 
only quote this one passage from the Apology, 
“And this Church alone is called the body of 
Christ, which Christ renews (Christ is its Head, 
and) sanctifies and governs by His Spirit, as Paul 
testifies, Eph. 1: 22sq.” (Triglotta, p. 227.) 

But does St. Paul call the visible congregation 
in Corinth the “body of Christ,’ as the Editors 
of the Lutheran Witness contend? 

According to I Cor. 1:2 Paul does not address 
the visible, local congregation at Corinth but “the 
church of God which is at Corinth, to them that 
are sanctified in Christ Jesus, called to be saints.” 
In other words, Paul addresses the true believers 
in Corinth and them only. And when Paul says, 
I Cor, 12:27, “Ye are the body of Christ” he cer- 
tainly does not say that of the hypocrites who 
were externally associated with the true believers 
in the local congregation at Corinth, for he at 
once continues “and members in particular’ or 
individually. St. Paul says that cach one whom 
he is addressing is a member of the body of 
Christ. 

The Editors of the Lutheran Witness base 
their false teaching on a contradiction of that clear 
Scripture. To repeat: it is clear Scripture that 
those whom God’s Holy Scripture and St. Paul 
are addressing in I Cor. 12:27 are the body of 
Christ in view of the fact that cach one of them 
individually is a member of that body. Over 
against that clear Scripture the Lutheran Witness 
staff mistakenly contends that Holy Scripture and 
St. Paul “speak of the body of Christ when re- 
ferring to a local congregation in view of the same 
right by which the local congregation is called 
‘church,’ namely, by reason of the Christians who 
are members of it.” 

Does the Lutheran Witness staff indeed want 
to contend that the Holy Scripture ts mistaken 
when it says to cach one severally of those whom 
it is addressing, “Ye are the body of Christ and 
members in particular’ ? 


“A Visible Manifestation?” 


The Editors of the Lutheran Witness endeavor 
to uphold the statement that the Christian Church 
is “the visible body of Christ on earth.” This 
idea finds support in another statement of the 
Theses (p. 10), that it must be the aim of the 


“true visible Church’ “to be the visible manifesta- 
tion of the Una Sancta.” . 

Here we have but a different expression of 
the American Lutheran Church’s “visible side’’ 
of the “invisible” Church, which has always been 
rejected in our Synod as false doctrine and which 
is expressly rejected by our Brief Statement in 
the words, “The Christian Church is invisible, 
Luke 17:20, and zwill remain invisible till Judg- 
ment Day, Col. 3:3. 4.2 (Par. 25.) The visible 
manifestation of the Una Sancta will take place 
only in the light of glory. Hence it is false and 
unscriptural to say that the aim of the true visible 
Church must be the visible manifestation of the 
Una Sancta. 


“Become Like the Una Sancta?” 

The Theses say furthermore that it must be 
the “aim” of the true visible Church “to become 
like the Una Sancta.’ Here let me merely repeat 
what has been so well put by Pastor J. Buenger. 
“Does this mean that a mixed group which con- 
sists of true Christians and hypocrites must try 
to be like the Una Sancta, so that members of 
Christ must jointly with members of Satan strive 
for that goal? Or is it meant only for the true 
Christians who are found in the visible Church? 
But those Christians ave the Una Sancta, Further- 
more there are countless Christians who, as mem- 
bers of false churches, are during their whole life- 
time kept in certain errors and yet are members 
of the Una Sancta. Must it be the aim of the 
true visible Church to become like those erring 
Christians? Again, in all visible church bodies 
there are also sickly Christians in whom the Old 
Adam is still very strong while their spiritual life 
is at a very low ebb. Still they belong to the 
Una Sancta. Must it be the aim of the true visible 
Church to become like them ?” 

Certainly, such false, unclear, and confusing 
language cannot remove the already existing con- 
fusion from our midst. Jt can only make con- 
fusion worse confounded. 


The Heart and Soul of the 
Whole Unionistic Movement 

On this same page we finally have a false, un- 
scriptural statement which is the very heart and 
soul of the whole modern unionistic movement. 
We refer to the words, “It is God’s will that the 
spiritual unity of the ecclesia manifest itself in 
outward fellowship (Eph. 4:3).” 

Here we have, first of all, the same mistise 
of Eph. 4:3 which is so prevalent in our days in 
all unionistic circles. St. Paul says absolutely 
nothing about manifesting the spiritual unity of 


‘the ecclesia by an outward fellowship im that text 


He admonishes the Ephesian Christians to en 
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deavor to preserve or keep that spiritual unity 
which they already possess. 

In the second place, the spiritual unity of the 
ecclesia embraces believers, and believers only. 
But I cannot and do not know who is a true 
believer. How then can I manifest such spiritual 
unity if I do not even know with which person 
I am spiritually united? 

In the third place, we have in these words the 
underlying false idea of a “visible side” of the 
“invisible” Church. It is false, because a spiritual 
unity, which is in itself invisible, cannot be 
manifested, revealed, exhibited, or made “visible,” 
except by God Himself, and He will do so on 
Judgment Day, Col, 3:3. 4. 

In the fourth and Jast place, we have in these 
words, as said before, the heart and soul of the 
whole modern unionistic movement: Because .I 
am spiritually united with all believers, also those 
within heterodox church bodies, therefore I not 
only may but must manifest such unity by external 
prayer and worship — that is the whole unionistic 
argument in a nutshell. 

In view of all these facts we cannot subscribe 
to the President’s theses, but must reject them. 
They are wholly unsatisfactory as a means of re- 
moving confusion in our midst since in many 
places, especially in those points which are in 
controversy, their language is vague, unclear, and 
‘ambiguous, But even worse, they may be used 
to uphold and teach a false and unscriptural Doc- 
trine of the Church, 

The Simple Catechism Truth 

To remove the confusion in the Doctrine of 
the Church now prevalent in our midst we need 
only abide by the simple Catechism truth: “Ail 
believers arc a communion of saints, or one spir- 
ttual body, whose one and only Flead is Christ.” 
(Catechism, Ques. 177.) 

If the Church is a spiritual body, then it can- 
not be visible; then it cannot be “the visible body 
of Christ.” 

As has been rightly pointed out, it is in the 
false doctrine of the ‘visible side” of the invisible 
Church, or — expressed positively — it is in the 
denial of the truth that the Church is a spiriteal 
body, that we have “the inception or beginnings 
of papism, hureaucratism, sacerdotalism, sacra- 
mentalism, millennialism, social-gospelism, legal- 
ism, fundamentalism, indiffcrentism, unionism, 
and many other ‘isms’ now plaguing the Lutheran 
Church.” 

Unity and peace can by the grace of God be 
restored to our Synod only if the leaven of the 
false Doctrine of the Church and its resultant 
corruption is purged from our midst. Only then 
will it be a God-pleasing unity and peace. 


-LUTHERAN 47 


(Eprrortan Yoornore: The following objections 
were raised against Pastor Linnemeier’s paper by the 
President of Synod, but not deemed valid by the con- 
ference in question, 

First, the question was asked, Why has suspicion been 
raised against the distinction being made between 
“church” and “kingdom”? The answer is: What was 
icared hag now actually come to pass. In reply to the 
Chicago Heights Pastoral Conference the following was 
sent by the author of the Theses through the office of 
the President: “To prove the Church to be invisible on 
the basis of Luke 17: 20 is in my opinion an unwarranted 
use of this text... . The passage Col. 3:3... is not 
applicable.” This is removing the proof-texts cited by 
the Brief Statement for its declaration, “The Christian 
Church on earth is invisible, Luke 17, 20, and will remain 
invisible till Judgment Day, Col. 3, 3. 4% (Par. 25.) 
Rom, 16:17 was removed from Par. 28 of the Brief 
Statement in the revision made in the Doctrinal A ffirma- 
tion of 1945. Now the use of Luke 17:20 to prove the 
Church to be invisible is declared “unwarranted.” Where 
will this end? Remove the Scriptural foundation of the 
Brief Statement and the Brief Statement itself must 
finally collapse. We wonder what Scripture passage is 
next on the list. Is it I Cor, 2:13? 

Again, objection was raised by the President against 
the statement “to be the ‘body of Christ’ is an attribute 
of the ecclesia.” At the 1895 convention of the Central 
District Dr. Stoeckhardt said, “The Apostle depicts this 
unity and fellowship (of the Church) by various charm- 
ing pictures and parables.” He then cites Eph. 1:22. 23; 
Eph. 4:15. 16; Rom, 12:5; 1 Cor. 12:12, all of which 
refer to the Church as the body of Christ. We hardly 
believe that there is any one in our circles who will 
deny that “unity” is an attribute of the Church. (CE. 
Pieper, Dogmatik, 11], p. 473.) Tf the expression “body 
of Christ” depicts the unity of the Church, then it is 
certainly not wrong to say “to be the ‘body of Christ’ 
is an attribute of the Church.” Let us be on our guard 
Iest we put more tnto the coneept “body of Christ” than 
is warranted by Scripture. Let us not after the manner 
of the sacramentalists find in the expression a quasi- 
physical relation between Christ and the believers, which 
is stipposed to be established through eating and drink- 
ing Christ's Body and Blood in the Lord’s Supper. But 
besides all this, the good Lutheran theologian Quenstedt 
lists to be called “one flesh with Christ, Eph. 5:30” 
under the “attributes” of the Church. (Theol. Did.-Pol., 
IV, 490.) And the California District said in 1904, “Let 
us hear furthermore, what God’s Word says about the 
attributes of the Church... . They (the believers). are 
according to Rom. 12:5 ‘one body in Christ’.” 

In Pastor Linnemeier’s paper the question is raised, 
“What is meant by the word ‘problem’” in the words 
of the Theses, p. 8? The answer has been given through 
the President, “The Problem of the ‘Visible’ and the 
‘Invisible’ Church, p. 8, means, ‘die ganze Irage die 
hineinschlagt’.”. In April, 1948, the request was made 
to the President by the editor of the Confesstonal 
Lutheran, “Will you please inform me what ‘die ganze 
Frage die hineinschlagt’ is which, accordingly, is sup- 
posed to constitute the problem of the Church?” To 
this day no reply has been received to that request. 

A final objection raised against Pastor Linnemcier’s 
paper is that some of the expressions are too strong. 
Vor example, such expressions as “these theses can only 
heap confusion upon confusion,” and “that statement is 
rank nonsense.” That is strong language, indeed; never- 
theless it is factual, objective, wholly proper language 
under the circumstances confronting us. Throughout 
the theses the author again and again confuses the one 
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holy Christian Church, the Communion of Saints, with 
the so-called visible church or local congregation. Speak- 
ing of the visible local congregation, the author con- 
tends that “the attributes of the ecclesia can be ascribed 
to the local congregation only by a figure of speech.” 
{P. 10.) Our fathers have indeed rightly taught that 
the term “churcl’’ can be ascribed to the local congrega- 
tion synecdochically; that is, a local congregation, in 
which hypocrites and nominal or sham Christians are 
“mixed” with true believers, may be called a “churcly” 
because of the true believers in it. But our fathers do 
not teach that the attributes of the Church may be 
ascribed to this local congregation by a figure of speech. 
That is neo-Lutheran theology. Dr. Pieper, Dogmattk, 
IT, p. 471ff. lists the following attributes of the Church: 
The Church is invisible; the Church is one; the Church 
is holy; the Church is universal or catholic; the Church 
is apostolic; no salvation outside of the Church. Now 


try to apply these attributes to the local visible congre- - 


gation, by a figure of speech! Away with such ab- 
surdities! Such confused and confusing language will 
not settle the issues raised by A Statement, but can only 
cause further strife and discord. As Pastor Linnemeier 
points out, let us stick to the simple Catechism truths, 
and then by the grace of God unity and peace may yet 
be restored in our midst. And as to Pastor Linnemeier’s 
strong language, Iet us not forget that it is directed 
against false teaching and in no way casts any reflectioris 
on the person of the author of the theses. Flow different 
the language which applies the initials S. O. B. to those 
who are confessing the full truth and rejecting all error! 
Such language is not only strong, but UNCHRISTIAN, 
On the other hand, we shall let no considerations of 
personality, that is, the mere fact that a certain person 
is propagating error, stand in the way of our refutation 
of that error and the confession of the full truth of 
God’s Word, which to us is greater than any person 
or group of persons possibly could be. — D.) 


@ The Man Who Failed 


to Hold the Dike 
Rev. Ernest T. Lams, D, D. 


(EnirortaL Nore: he following article presents 
facts plainly and forcibly and is in full harmony with 
Acts 4:29, where we read of the early Church in Jeru- 
salem praying for the Apostles, “Lord, grant unto Thy 
servants, that. with all boldness they may speak Thy 
Word,”) —- P. H. 2B.) : 

We all know the familiar story of the Dutch 
hoy who on his way home from an errand was 
passing along the dike which held back the waters 
of the sea, so that these would not break through 
and submerge the village, thereby threatening the 
lives of its inhabitants. The boy noticed a small 
leak in the dike. Without the slightest hesitation 
he placed, first his fist, and eventually his entire 
body, into the hole in the dike, staying there all 
night. When he was found in the morning, 
provisions could be made to strengthen the dike. 
The boy had saved his village and hundreds of 
lives, 

For almost a whole century the dike, which 
is the unadulterated Word of God, (confessed in 
the Lutheran Confessions and in the Brief State- 
ment of the Missouri Synod) proved a bulwark 


against the forees of liberalism and unionism. And 
then came a leak in the dike by the publication of 
the Chicayo Statement, a document sent out by 
44 professors and pastors, who presented danger- 
ous aberrations from doctrines of the Bible, which 
had been consistently confessed by our.Synod to 
which they belonged. This leak was known to 
the Administration of Synod, which even acknowl- 
edged the danger attending the publication and 


‘nation-wide dissemination of the Chicago State- 


ment. The Administration sent out a letter chid- 
ing the men who inaugurated the “revolutionary 
movement,” so called by some of our opponents, 
but failed to apply effective remedial measures 
TO STOP THE LEAK IN THE DIKE. 

Meanwhile the leak had been enlarged by the 
publication of a pamphlet by Dr. Th, Graebner 
on “Prayer Fellowship,” a document which com- 
pletely reversed his former orthodox, Scriptural 
teaching on the subject. (We highly honored 
him for his former orthodox stand. His former 
articles are real classics!) In spite of many 
protests the dissemination of that subversive 
pamphlet was not stopped, and so the leak in the 
dike was enlarged. Then followed. further devel- 
opments with seemingly regularity and rapidity: 

The Fort Wayne “Agreement” of January. 
1947, which announced the withdrawal of the 
Chicayo Statement as a basis of discussion, but 
with the information that this was not to be con- 
strued as any retraction on the part of those who 
were “signers.” Unionistic practices became more 
general, and reports came from all parts of Synod 
that this liberal clement was carrying out the 
aberrations of the Chicago Statement in various 
situations in a daring-dashing fashion. 

All who attended the CENTENNIAL CONVENTION 
will never forget that tense and tragic moment 
when Dr. Th. Graebner, one of the leaders in the 
unionistic endeavors, before the assembled con- 
vention defiantly declared that he was a “signer 
of the Chicago Statement and that “HE sToop BY 
EVERY worD or rt.” Our President should im- 
mediately. have inaugurated disciplinary proceed- 
ings against Dr. Gracbner. But this was not 
done. And no effective measure has been used 
by our Administration to this day To stop THAT 
LEAK, The leak became still larger, with a 
prominent pastor fellowshiping with a heterodox 
seminary faculty in St. Paul; one professor ot 
the St. Louis faculty lining up with the faculty 
in Columbus, Ohio; another joiming the teachers 
of the ULCA faculty at Maywood, Ilhoms: 
fellowship meetings throughout the length and 


breadth of our country; the Lutheran Men of 


America boldly asserting themselves, led by 
“signers”; the Lutheran Council of Greater 
Chicago being formed ; an All-Lutheran Day, held 
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in St. Louis im October of this year; the St. 
Louis faculty summarily confessing its incom- 
petency to confess with divine certainty what 
Romans 16, 17 teaches, ete., ete., ete. 

There is no longer a mere LEAK, — the DIKE 
NAS GIVEN AWAY! The Missouri Synod is not in 
danger of being scuttled, — rv JS BriINnG SCUTTLED. 
It remains to be seen how much can be saved 
from total destruction. Do we not sce in this 
a fulfilment of Ezekiel 13, 5: “Ye have not gone 
up into the breaches, neither made up the hedge 
for the house of Israel to stand in the battle in 
the day of the Lord”? The time mas come when 
all the sound defenders of the old truths are com- 
pelled to say concerning the Administration of 
our dear Missouri Synod: “rmxei!? —- “Thou 
art weighed in the balances, and art found want- 


ing.” Daniel 5, 27. 


Whose is the Blame for the Breaking 

of the Dike? 

That answer can be given very readily m a 
brief summary. 

A. The blame rests on the flood waters that 
pounded the dike of sound Lutheran doctrine and 
practice in the Missouri Synod. We have there: 

a. The signers of the deplorable Chicago 
Statement, including rive members of the rac- 
uty of Concordia Seminary, St. Louis. It has 
been amply shown that this document contains 
“doctrinal aberrations,” so designated by the 
President of our Synod himself. Doctrinal aber- 
rations are departures from the Word of God. 

b. Dr. Th. Graebner, a “signer” of “A State- 
ment,” as he defiantly declared before the entire 
Centennial Convention, author of the pamphlet 
“Prayer Fellowship,” with its doctrinal and his- 
torical errors, the man who reversed his former 
orthodox teaching on Romans 16, 17-18. 

ce. Dr. Wm. Arndt, who likewise reversed his 
orthodox teaching on Romans 16, 17-18 and on 
prayer-fellowship and has openly declared “doc- 


trines” of Holy Writ to be non-divisive of church 


fellowship. 

d. Prominent clergymen of the Missouri 
Synod, who have set aside both Scripture and the 
resolutions of Synod by practicing fellowship 
with representatives of other Lutheran bodies and 
even with members of a Reformed body. 

ce. Leaders of the Walther League, who like- 
wise have taken part in unionistic prayer services 
with members of bodies with which the Missouri 
Synod is not in doctrinal unity. 

f. Valparaiso University, for opening its 
doors to several unionistic meetings, conventions, 
and institutes which were clearly not merely 
acadamic gatherings. 


g. Prominent laymen, chiefly members of 
Synod’s Board of Directors, for blindly taking 
the bit between their teeth and plunging over the 
brink of the precipice of unionism (Lutheran 
Men of America, Lutheran Councils in. various 
urban areas everywhere in our country). 

h. The Editorial Staff of the Lutheran Wit- 
ness, men who have frequently published editorials 
and articles contrary to the doctrine which has 
heen established in the Missouri Synod on the 
basis of God’s Word (Romans 16, 17-18, selective 
fellowship, unionism, the doctrine of the Church, 
ete). 

B. On the other hand, the mayor blame must 
be laid, and this without rancor, personal ani- 
mosity, or even the slightest bitterness, but with 
an aching heart, to rest on the Administration of 
Synod, specifically the President, TIE WATCITMAN 
WHO FAILED TO HOLD THE DIKE, so that now its 
formerly impounded waters are threatening to 
inundate the entire Lutheran Church — Missouri 
Synod, 

a. He might have followed up his first re- 
lease, with its open criticism of the Chicago State- 
ment and of the “signers” with appropriate 
ACTION , particularly so far as the officials of 
Synod (the professors at St. Louis and the two 
district presidents) were concerned. THIS HE 
FAILED TO DO. 

b. He might have called upon. the district 
presidents to take action against the “signers” who 
continued their agitation with ever-growing in- 


‘tensity, even after the Chicago Statement was 


“withdrawn as a basis of discussion,” without, 
however, having its errors retracted. Two dis- 
trict presidents now are “signers” and in “good” 
standing, in spite of their doctrinal aberrations, 
and one former district president has now been 
elevated to the fourth vice-presidency in Synod, 
although he is the author of the infamous letter 
which accompanied the Chicago Statement, Even 
if the Handbook of Synod so directs, our presi- 
dent should have blocked that appointment, for 
Dr. Friedrich has not retracted his doctrinal 
errors, The Bible certainly takes precedence over 
our Constitution and the Handbook. “Where the 
defense of the honor of God and His Word and 
the truth of the Confession of the Church, hased 
thereon, is at stake, there the witness of the truth 
should both orally and in writing tread boldly 
under foot every article of the Constitution of a 
Synod, which stands in the way of this testimony 
and should make no confession of sin.” Lehre 
und Wehre, Vol. 24, p. 291. Besides, the Consti- 
tution of Synod itself conditions even member- 
ship on acceptance of its confessional basis. Yet 
our President appointed as fourth vice-president 
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one who has rejected the confession of the Mis- 
souri Synod and thus is not STOPPING THE LEAK. 

c. He might have accepted the report of his 
own appointees, “The President’s Committee of 
Ten,” who presented criticisms of the Chicago 
Statement that were fully documented by Holy 
Scripture and the Lutheran Confessions, with 
which the President’s Committee of Ten had the 
“signers” “backed against the wall.” Our Presi- 
dent abruptly terminated the valuable services of 
his committee and thus personally did not stop 
THE LEAK. 

d. He might have put a stop to the false 
teaching as it is still going on uninterruptedly 
at the St. Louis Seminary (unionism, the Anti- 
christ, the Church, etc. etc.) HE HAS NOT 
DONE SO. 

e. He might have presented a letter to every 
congregation in Synod, asserting his ‘opposition 
to the Chicago Statement and all that followed 
that most unfortunate document. UE DID NOT 
DO So. : 

Therefore we are compelled very sadly to 

declare that the mayor blame for the confusion 

and growing disharmony which now exists in the 

Missouri Synod must primarily be laid on the 

shoulders of the President of our Missouri Synod. 
* * * * 

This article has not been written in a phar- 
isaical “better-than-thou” and revengeful spirit, 
which gloats over other men’s doctrinal aberra- 
tions, but wholly and solely for the glorification 


of God and the Holy Spirit’s infallible Word,, 


which Jesus just prior to His glorious ascension 
into heaven solemnly directed us to teach IN ITS 
ENTIRETY, as St. Paul has likewise directed us to 
do by inspiration of the Holy Ghost in Romans 
16, 17-18. 

Tt is our earnest prayer that our President may 
still go “all out” with us for the defense of the 
full truth of Gop’s Word, regardless of con- 
sequences. What a joy it would bring to our 
hearts, if all the “signers” of the Chicago State- 
ment would return to the “old paths.” But, as 
far as we are concerned, we shall under no cir- 
cumstances consent to these “doctrinal aberra- 
tions,” not even by being silent. We commit our 
cause to the Lord and mutually pledge ourselves 
to continue to contend for the FULL TRUTH oF 
THE worp or Gop as long as the Lord permits us 
to live, 

The haughty spirit, Lord, restrain 

Who o’er Thy Church with might would reign 

And always bring forth something new, 

Devised to change Thy doctrine true. 
And since the cause and glory, Lord, 
Arc Thine, not ours, to us afford 


Thy help and strength and constancy, 


With all our heart we trust in Thee. Amen, 


_might be too radical. 


ON THE UNION FRONT 


Bad Boll II 

Comparatively little has been published amy-- 
where concerning Bad Boll II. This second con- 
ference of Lutherans of various shades of con- 
fessionalism, held in Germany in June and July 
of 1949, got off to a bad start, in that it was. 
largely financed by the American Military Gov- 
ernment. 

Dr. Herman A. Preus wrote a series of artictes | 
for the (Norw.) Evangelical Lutheran Chttrch’s 
Lutheran Herald from Bad Boll. We quotea few 
lines: “As the weeks pass and we mect mOre of . 
them, we are of course learning not to be Overly 
optimistic. We are aware that the Germans Know 
they are guests of our American Churches and 
Military Government. Hence they are prettyy apt 
to avoid open conflict by exploding any views that 
Once in a while it does 
break out, as it did yesterday on the story of Adam 
and Eve in the Garden. Is it history or not? We 
have heard the same.old heresy for years, Amc) it | 
pops up in different forms at different times. 
Other differences appeared in the matter Of the 
Inspiration of Scripture, as we had expected,” 
(Aug. 30, p. 824.) Again: “The great bullk of 
the men we have met here, if not quite all of them. 
are not willing to sacrifice the Confessions for 
the sake of ecumenicity, though they are tmore 
ecumenically minded than we are and worry’ less 
about unionism.” (Aug. 16, p. 789.) 

To sum up — no definite agreements rere 
reached. This could not be expected, since Half 
the sessions were sponsored by N. L. C.) and 
VIELKD leaders. Theological bridges Cannot 
well be built upon teetering piers. 

Gerstenmaier Agair. 

“Dr, Eugen Gerstenmaier, director of ET ilfs- 
werk, the relief agency of the Evangelical Chureh 
in Germany (ISKiD) was elected member Of the 
Federal Diet of Western Germany as a canclidate 
of the Christian Democratic Union Party... | os 
successor is now being sought for Dr. Gerste;,- 
maier as director of Hilfswerk, a positionhe has: 
held since the agency was organized in 1945 > | 
(Lutheran Standard, September 24, p. 12.) 

Dr. Gerstenmaier was pictured three years: qea | 
as a militant orthodox Lutheran, turned out soon | 
to be a “Worldprotestant” (Cp. Confessionaz Fy. 
theran, 1948, p. 105fF.), and has finally downed 
the mantle of Geneva’s Calvin. The LitVreygn 
(August 10, p. 5) hopes that he “will bem poos}- 
tion to use his influence in bringing order Out of 
the political chaos in Germany.” 
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Gerstenmaier’s organiza- 
tion in a very real sense. It was successful in 
distributing huge relief consignments. It was 
Hilfswerk perhaps more than anything else, 
through its readily available organizational setup 
and its crossing of theological lines, that gave 
shape and form to EKiD (Evangelical Church in 
Germany) as it was finally constituted of Lu- 
therans, Reformed, and others. 

Incidentally, Hfilfswverk was the channel 
through which Missouri Synod moneys for relief 
went to constituents of the EKiD and to the 
Free Churches. 

The EKID’s Political Implications 

Bishop Dibelius of Berlin has succeeded 
Bishop Wurm as Chairman of EKiD. We read 
in the Lutheran Standard, February 12, p. 4: 
““Bishop Wurm’s greatest achievement,’ said 
Bishop Dibelius, ‘was to lead the church out of a 
narrow privacy into active participation in public 
life. My intention is to strengthen this tendency 
and use the EKiD as an instrument to exert in- 
fluence in political, social, and public affairs gen- 
erally’.” Recent news accounts of Dibelius’ 
brushes with the Russian authorities show that he 
was in earnest concerning political. aspirations. 
Dibelius is United (Uniert) by persuasion, but 
is often called a “Lutheran.” 


Hilfswerk was Dr. 


EKID’s Direction 
The words and actions-of Dibelius and Ger- 
stenmaicr are not isolated cases. But they may 


serve as examples to illustrate the direction in, 


which the EKiD is heading, under Reformed 
policy and practice. 

Prof. Herman Sasse was right when he in- 
sisted, at the time he left‘the provincial church 
of Bavaria for reasons of conscience, that entrance 
of the Lutheran provincial churches into the 
EKiD meant disaster. He pointed out that in 
the EKiD the Reformed and the Lutheran Con- 
fessions are accorded equal rights by common 
consent, a consent which no true Lutheran can 
ever give, and that this spells the death of the 
Cutheran Church in Germany outside the Free 
Churches. Heretofore the Lutheran provincial 
churches had at least nominally professed the 
Lutheran Confessions. But now the Lutheran 
Confessions have been reduced to the level of just 
another school of thought (Richtung) within 
the EKaD. 

They “worry less about unionism.” 
Synodical Youth Directors 
Lay Plans for Cooperation 

Under this heading the Lutheran Standard 
(July 2, p. 10) prints an article which we shall 
reproduce in’ full: 


“The year 1951 will mark the first time in the 
history of American Lutheranism that the Walther 
League of the Missouri Synod and the Luther 
Leagues of the other synods will work together 
ona proposed series of topics to be used in their 
year’s program. This decision was reached at a 
special meeting of all Lutheran youth leaders held 
in St. John’s Church, Grove ly, Ohio, June 7, 
8. The meeting was called by the Youth Board 
of the American Lutheran Church. 

“In his paper, ‘A Look Forward in Youth 
Work,’ Rey. Marcus C. Ricke, youth director of 
the American Lutheran Church, stated that the 
purpose of this special meeting was not to make 
merger plans, That, said he, should be left to 
the proper fellowship committees. 

“Some type of Lutheran merger or re 
tion is bound to come sooner or later,’ said Rev. 
Rieke. ‘When that time comes, youth leaders 
ought to have given some thought to the place 
that youth work should rightfully have in this 
larger Lutheran picture, and be ready with some 
definite recommendations.’ 


“Work toward Unified Program 

“Perhaps the most far-reaching decision of 
the youth leaders was the agreement to work out 
together a series of topics for discussion in local 
Luther League or Walther League mectings. 
Prior to this time the Luther Leagues of the 
United Lutheran Church and the American Lu- 
theran Conference have planned these topics to- 
gether, but according to the resolution adopted 
in Columbus the Walther League will also take 
part in a meeting in Rock Island, Illinois, next 
January, when the program for 1951 will be 
set up. 

“Another resolution called for the establish- 
ment of a Lutheran Youth Week and a Lutheran 
Youth Sunday and for the appointment of a com- 
mittee to work out program material and a theme 
for youth week. 


“Steps toward an All-Lutheran 
Youth Magazine 

“For the last decade there has been talk of an 
all-Lutheran youth magazine. The youth leaders 
agreed to submit two plans to all synodical Lu- 
theran youth groups for action this summer and 
appointed a committee to study the various actions 
taken and bring a comprehensive report to the 
youth leaders when they mect in Rock Island. 
At that time definite action will be taken on the 
proposed youth magazine. The first plan calls for 
an entirely new magazine, and the second plan 
would modify the present Walther League Mes- 
senger and convert it into an all-Lutheran youth 


magazine. 
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“Joint Board Meetings 

“fn order better to understand each other’s 
work and share the ‘problems and solutions per- 
taining to present-day youth programs, a joint 
meeting of youth boards of all synods has been 
set for some time in 1950, Joint rallies in various 
parts of the country were also encouraged, and 
the possibility of having an all-Lutheran youth 
congress in connection with the meeting of the 
Lutheran World Federation in 1952 will be 
explored.” 


What Does the Missouri Synod Say 
Of Such Things? 

Proceedings, 1947 Convention, p. 519f.: “Tt 
must be remembered that the purpose of our 
Synod is yornr defense against schism and sec- 
tarianism, Rom. 16, 17. What God has com- 
manded every pastor, every congregation, and 
every Christian to do, namely, to avoid those that 
cause divisions and offenses contrary to the doc- 
tring which we have learned, we are pledged by 
membership in our Synod to do jointly or col- 
lectively. Joint defense implies and demands 
joint action in establishing fellowship with other 
church bodies or their component parts.  In- 
dependent action in the establishment of fellow- 
ship by individual members must be regarded as 
an offense against faithfulness to one’s member- 
ship pledge, a breach of confidence, which, if per- 
sisted in, would lead to separation or disruption. 

“On this principle that every member of 
Synod has foregone the right to establish fellow- 
ship with another church body independently ts 
based Synod’s repeated warning given at St. Louis 
and again at Ft. Wayne, that no action be taken 
by any one of our pastors or congregations which 
would overlook the fact that we are not yet united. 
At Saginaw the attention of the members of 
Synod was called to the resolution of 1941 which 
warns all concerned against forcing the issue and 
establishing any form of outward fellowship 
(prayer, pulpit, or altar fellowship), since this 
would militate against the law of love and the 
spirit of fellowship.” 

What is responsible officialdom doing about 
such things? 


Wheat Ridge Scholarship ; 

The American Lutheran Church’s Lutheran 
Standard of June 4, p. 12, has the following item: 
“Walter Purviance, a member of our St. Philip 
Lutheran Church, Baltimore, Maryland, and a 
senior at Morgan College, has been chosen as one 
of eight persons in the United States to receive a 
scholarship from the Wheat Ridge Foundation, 
an institution of the Synodical Conference. The 
scholarship is offered only to Lutherans having 


the necessary scholastic and personality require 

ments. Mr, Purviance will receive an allowanc 

for expenses and tuition at an approved school o ; 
medical social work.” 

St. Philip Church is affiliated with the [aster 
District of the A. L.C. We have referred to th 
Wheat Ridge Foundation before (July, p. 87). 

A. V.K. 
@® Review of Publications 


Christmas, An American Annual of Christinas 
Literature and Arlt. Vol. 19. Edited by 
Randolph E. Haugen. 68 pages and cover. 
105X134. Augsburg Publishing Flouse, Min: 
neapolis. Paper, $1.00 ; cloth, “$2.00. 
Among the art work of various Lutheran 

publication concerns, that of Augsburg Publishing 

House no doubt ranks supreme. “Tts superb 

artistry is characteristic also of its Christmas At 

nuals, Like its predecessors, the current volume 
features pictures, drawings, and embellishments 
in inany colors, and richly illustrated soug, Verse 
and story, all arranged to clelight the eye, mind | 
and heart. Among these are a “DP Christmas 


story, an account of the history and making ot. 


the organ, queen of instruments also as an accol 
paniment for Christmas music, and a_ series of 
articles on Christmas customs, traditions, and (no 
so well chosen) superstitions of various Europea! 
countries. The publication jg primarily intended 
for gift purposes. Pp. H. B. 


Yuletide. [dited by R. Ie, Haugen. 28 pages 
inel. paper cover, 103><132. Augsburg Pub- 
lishing House, Minneapolis, 35 ‘cents. 

A companion-piece to the publication review? 
above. Its feature story, “One of the Least 
Ones,” in hill-billy dialect, by Edna and Howard 
Hong, is an ill-conceived tale of 2 half-orphan 
girl, Jimalee. The unevangelical hell-fire preaclr 
ing of some mythical chump makes her shivel 
with the thought that “Mebbee Mammy aint that! 
Mebbe she’s down below,” until Granny Prue: 
who invites Jimalce for a Chvieaas visit, tells 
her the story of God’s Son, who is “ow up thi 
with God, His Pappy.” Unfortunately, too, like 
the above publication, this volume oe Yuletide is 
also marred by a recounting of Christinas super 
stitions which had best been lege (65 perish in the’ 
native lands instead of being intermixed with th: 
retelling of the Christmas story, oe ET. 
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